
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

FEDERAL FISH AND WILDLIFE PERMIT 

1. PERMITTEE 

City of Austin 
P.O. Box 1088 
Austin. Texas 78767 

Travis County 
P.O. Box 1748 
Austin, Texas 78767 

2. AUTHORITY-STATUTES 
16 USC 1539(a)(l)(B) 

REGULATIONS (Attached) 
50 CFR $(j 13 & 17 

3. NUMBER 

TE-788841-1 

4. RENEWABLE 5. MAY COPY 

6. EFFECTIVE 7.EXPIRES 
10/14/2005 5/2/2026 

I 

10. LOCATION WHERE AUTHORIZED ACTIVITY MAY BE CONDUCTED 
rravis County, Texas, outside of preserve areas identified in the HCP and final EIS dated March 1996. 

3. NAME AND TITLE OF PRINCIPAL OFFICER (if #I is a business) 
William A. Conrad, BCCP Secretary for the City of Austin and 
rravis County. 

11. CONDITIONS AND AUTHORIZATIONS: 

9. TYPE OF PERMIT 
Endangered Species - Incidental Take 

3ENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

I .  GENERAL CONDITIONS SET OUT IN SUBPART D OF 50 CFR 13, AND SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 
CONTAINED IN FEDERAL REGULATIONS CITED IN BLOCK #2, ABOVE, ARE HEREBY 
MADE A PART OF THIS PERMIT. ALL ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED HEREIN MUST BE 
CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH AND FOR THE PURPOSES DESCRIBED IN THE 
APPLICATION SUBMITTED. CONTINUED VALIDITY, OR RENEWAL, OF THIS PERMIT IS 
SUBJECT TO COMPLETE AND TIMELY COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE 
CONDITIONS, INCLUDING THE FLING OF ALL REQUIRED INFORMATION AND REPORTS. 

11. VALID FOR USE BY PERMITTEES NAMED ABOVE. 

111. ACCEPTANCE OF THIS PERMJT SERVES AS EVIDENCE THAT THE PERMITTEE 
UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES TO ABIDE BY THE "GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR NATIVE ENDANGERED 

AND THREATENED WILDLIFE SPECIES PERMITS" (copy enclosed). 

12. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: Annual report is due on June 1, beginning in 1997 and continuing until permit 
2xpiration. 

SSUED : z C- d 
TITLE 
Assistant Regional Director 

- / 
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS SPECIFIC TO BALCONES CANYONLANDS 
 
A. If during the tenure of this permit, the amount of incidental take is exceeded, issuance of 

Participation Certificates must be stopped and the Permittees must reinitiate consultation 
with the Service to avoid violation of section 9 of the Endangered Species Act. 

 
B. Acceptance of this permit serves as evidence that the Permittees understand and agree to 

abide by the terms of this permit and all sections of Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations 
Parts 13, 17, and 21 (attached) pertinent to issued permits. 

 
C. The authorization granted by this permit is subject to compliance with, and 

implementation of, the terms and conditions of the Environmental Impact Statement and 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Biological Opinion, and all specific conditions contained in 
this permit. If there are any discrepancies between the requirements in these documents, 
the requirements identified in the special conditions of this issued permit take 
precedence. 

 
D. Upon locating any dead, injured, or sick individuals from the list of animal species 

covered by this permit, or any other endangered or threatened animal species, Permittees 
are required to contact the Service’s Law Enforcement Office, Austin, Texas (512) 490-
0948, for care and disposition instructions. Extreme care should be taken in handling sick 
or injured individuals to ensure effective and proper treatment. Care should also be taken 
in handling dead specimens to preserve biological materials in the best possible state for 
analysis of cause of death. In conjunction with the care of sick or injured 
endangered/threatened species, or preservation of biological materials from a dead 
specimen, the Permittees and their contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) have the 
responsibility to ensure that evidence intrinsic to the specimen is not unnecessarily 
disturbed. 

 
E. The validity of this permit is also conditioned upon observance of all relevant 

international, state, local, or other Federal law.  
 
F. The Permittees are authorized to “take” (kill, harm, or harass) the following federally-

listed endangered species: 
 

SCIENTIFIC NAME   COMMON NAME 
Vireo atricapillus Black-capped vireo 
Dendroica chrysoparia  Golden-cheeked warbler 
Tartarocreagris texana  Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion 
Neoleptoneta myopica Tooth Cave spider 
Texella reddelli  Bee Creek Cave harvestman 
Texella reyesi  Bone Cave harvestman 
Rhadine persephone  Tooth Cave ground beetle 
Texamaurops reddelli  Kretschmarr Cave mold beetle 
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Additionally, the Permittees would be covered for incidental take of the following species of 
concern if these species become listed during the life of the permit and the mitigation measures 
identified in this permit are being performed. 
 

Philadelphus ernestii Canyon Mock-orange 
Croton alabamensis Texabama croton 
Sphalloplana mohri Flatworm 
Candona sp. nr. Stagnalis Ostracod 
Caecidotea reddelli Isopod 
Trichoniscinae  N.S. Isopod 
Miktoniscus  N.S. Isopod 
Cicurina wartoni Spider 
C. ellioti Spider 
C. bandida Spider 
C. reddelli Spider 
C. reyesi Spider 
C. cueva Spider 
C. travisae Spider 
Neol eptoneta cocinna Spider 
Neoleptoneta devia Spider 
Eidmannel la recl usa Spider 
Aphrastochthonius  N.S. Pseudoscorpion 
Tartarocreagris reddelli Pseudoscorpion 
T. intermedia Pseudoscorpion 
T.  N.S.3 Pseudoscorpion 
Texella spinoperca Harvestman 
T. comanche New Comanche Trail Cave harvestman 
Speodesmus  N. S. Millepede 
Rhadine s. subterranean Ground beetle 
R. s. mitchelli Ground beetle 
R. austinica Ground beetle 

 
G. An annual report, due June 1 of each year beginning in 1997, is to be provided to the 

Austin Ecological Services Field Office. This report is to include: 
 

1. a list of all development activities west of the MOPAC Railroad that were 
permitted by the Permit Holders in the previous 12 months, 

 
2. a list of all tracts for which Participation Certificates were purchased, 

 
3.  amount of funds collected for land acquisition, 

 
4.  amount of funds expended for land acquisition, 

 
5.  amount of funds expended for operations and maintenance. 
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6.  an updated map of the lands dedicated to preserve management, 
 

7.  a list of public use and habitat management activities that have been undertaken 
or completed within the bounds of the preserve units, including the status of land 
management plans undertaken by the permit holders and managing partners, and 

 
8. a copy of all research or investigation reports that have been prepared within the 

previous 12 months. 
 
In addition to the above annual requirements, the Permit Holders must provide quarterly updates 
for the tracts for which Participation Certificates were purchased that include the following 
information: 
 

9. a general map of each tract location and 
 

10. a tract boundary map that identifies the areas for which the Participation 
Certificate applies. If a location and/or tract map is not provided to the Permit 
Holder during the normal permitting process, a street address will meet this 
requirement. 

 
H. A copy of a recorded Participation Certificate provided by the Permit Holders must be 

posted at the property site from the time vegetation clearing begins until the construction 
is completed. For residential development, completed construction is when all roads and 
utilities are completed to the extent that they meet the applicable acceptance criteria of 
the City of Austin or Travis County. For commercial, industrial, and multi-family 
developments completed construction is when buildings are suitable for occupancy. 

 
I. The funds collected and expended for this Permit and compliance with the financial 

requirements of the Permit shall be evaluated by financial audits conducted after the sale 
of Participation Certificates covering 3,000 fee-paid acres or every five years, whichever 
comes sooner, until permit expiration. Such audits will be coordinated between the 
USFWS and the Coordinating Committee.  This audit may be part of the Permittees audit 
processes as required by State law and shall not be more frequent than every two years. 

 
J. The funds collected under this permit will be expended for land or easement acquisition 

and other preserve system needs in accordance with the following criteria: 
 

1.  tracts considered for acquisition will be within or contiguous to the boundaries of 
the preserve units identified in the issued Permit; 

 
2. expenditure priority should be in the following decreasing order: Bull Creek, 

Cypress Creek, South Lake Austin, and North Lake Austin; and 
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3.  dispensing of funds from the BCCP Fund account should be accomplished as 
soon as there are adequate funds to complete a transaction or implement a strategy 
for acquisition, taking into account opportunity, preserve priority and 
development threat. 

 
K. The Permit Holders will administer the issuance of the Participation Certificates. 
 
L. Incidental take that may result from the implementation of land management activities 

within the boundaries of a preserve and contained in a management plan approved by the 
Coordinating Committee, are covered and authorized under this Permit. 

 
M. Incidental take that may result from the implementation of utility and infrastructure 

corridor projects approved by the Secretary of the Coordinating Committee and within 
one of the BCCP-Shared vision approved utility and infrastructure corridors, as provided 
in the final EIS/HCP, Appendix B, is covered and authorized under this Permit. 

 
AMENDMENT TO CONDITION M 
 

This amendment shall authorize the Lower Colorado River Authority to increase their 
corridor expansion from the original 100-foot (30.5 meters) right-of-way to 170 feet (51.8 
meters).  The corridor expansion shall be an aerial expansion only (above treetop level) 
and will not extend to ground level.  No additional habitat will be affected and no 
additional take of golden-cheeked warblers will occur. 

 
N. Incidental take of the Barton Springs salamander is not covered by this Permit. Entities 

who purchase Participation Certificates for activities within the Travis County portion of 
the Barton Springs watershed should obtain guidance with respect to avoiding the 
impacts of their activities on water quality as they relate to the Barton Springs 
salamander. 

 
O. The incidental take authorization of this permit does not apply to the "take” of any 

endangered or threatened species outside of the boundary of the permit as identified in 
the EIS/HCP- dated March 1996 or any modifications/amendments to that boundary. 

 
P. The Service’s “No Surprises” policy provides that additional mitigation, lands or 

financial compensation shall not be required of the Permittees or their successors beyond 
the level of mitigation provided for in the EIS/HCP. With respect to this permit, the 
EIS/HCP and supporting documents adequately addressed the species listed in special 
condition F above. To be fully covered by the “No Surprises” policy for a specific 
species, all of the requirements identified for that species must be met. 
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SPECIES SPECIFIC TERMS AND CONDITIONS  
 
Q. GOLDEN-CHEEKED WARBLER: 

 
1. Ensure at least 28,428 acres within the seven identified macrosites will be 

acquired and managed for the golden-cheeked warbler during the permit duration. 
Acquisition and management activities through this Permit, other issued 
incidental take permits, and section 7 consultations where the mitigation activities 
are within or contiguous to the proposed preserve boundaries, count toward this 
goal. 

2.  In conjunction with the managing partners, control human activities to eliminate 
or mitigate any adverse impacts of human activities to the warbler on these 28,428 
acres, for the acreage acquired. 

 
3.  No vegetation clearing activities will be accomplished within golden-cheeked 

warbler habitat, Zones 1 and 2, from March 1 through August 31 to prevent the 
disturbance of nesting activities unless current breeding season surveys, 
conducted in accordance with Fish and Wildlife Service protocol, indicate that the 
warbler is not nesting within 300 feet of the proposed clearing. 
 

4.  Develop and implement an approved land management plan, in accordance with 
the land management guidelines set forth by the Coordinating Committee, for 
each tract within 12 months after permit issuance or within 12 months of land 
acquisition, whichever is later. 

 
Q. BLACK-CAPPED VIREO 
 

1. Ensure at least 2,000 acres within the seven identified macrosites will be acquired 
and managed for the black-capped vireo during the permit duration. Acquisition 
and management activities through this Permit, other issued incidental take 
permits, and section 7 consultations where the mitigation activities are within or 
contiguous to the proposed preserve boundaries, count toward this goal. 

 
2. In conjunction with the managing partners, control human activities to eliminate 

or mitigate any adverse impacts of human activities to the vireo on these 2,000 
acres, for the acreage acquired. 

 
3.  No vegetation clearing activities will be accomplished within black-capped vireo 

habitat between March 1 and August 31 to prevent the destruction of an active 
nest unless current breeding season surveys, conducted in accordance with Fish 
and Wildlife Service protocol, indicate that the vireo is not nesting within 300 feet 
of the proposed clearing. 
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4. Develop and implement an approved land management plan, in accordance with 
the land management guidelines set forth by the Coordinating Committee, for 
each tract within 12 months after permit issuance or within 12 months of land 
acquisition, whichever is later. 

 
R. LISTED KARST INVERTEBRATES 
 

1. Acquire and manage, or implement formal management agreements, as provided 
in subsection (4) below, adequate to preserve the environmental integrity of the 
following 35 caves that support federally-listed karst invertebrates: 

 
  

Amber Cave    
Bandit Cave    
Beard Ranch Cave   
Bee Creek Cave   
Broken Arrow Cave   
Cave Y    
Cold Cave    
Cotterell Cave    
Disbelievers Cave   
Eluvial Cave   
Fossil Cave    
Fossil Garden Cave   
Gallifer Cave    
Hole-In-The-Road   
Japygid Cave    
Jest John Cave    
Jester Estates Cave   
Jollyville Plateau Cave  

Kretschmarr Double Pit  
Kretschmarr Cave 
Lam Cave  
Little Bee Creek Cave  
M.W.A. Cave  
McDonald Cave  
McNeil Bat Cave  
New Comanche Trail Cave  
No Rent Cave  
North Root Cave  
Rolling Rock Cave  
Root Cave  
Spider Cave  
Stovepipe Cave  
Tardus Hole  
Tooth Cave  
Weldon Cave 

 
2.  If during investigations for development of a tract, karst features are discovered 

with a significant diversity of troglobitic fauna, those karst features may be 
submitted to the Service for consideration for exchange with karst features 
identified for protection by the BCCP. The determination of "significant 
diversity” will be made by the permit applicants and the Service, in association 
with karst experts. The inclusion of such a karst feature would not increase the 
number of caves to be protected by the BCCP, but would result in the new feature 
replacing a previously identified cave or caves. 

 
3. Where the surface and subsurface hydrogeologic area around a cave identified for 

protection is not known, the area delineated by the contour level at the bottom of 
the cave will be managed for cave protection. In the absence of such site specific 
information, no Participation Certificates are to be awarded within 0.25 miles of 
the cave entrance until the hydrogeologic areas are properly delineated. 
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4.  Enter into formal management agreement(s) for all caves that are recommended 
for protection but have yet to be acquired. The management agreement(s) will 
detail the area to be managed for cave protection, what such management will 
entail, and who is responsible for the management. 

 
S. KARST SPECIES OF CONCERN 
 

1.  Acquire and manage, or implement formal management agreements, as provided 
in subsection (4) below, adequate to preserve the environmental integrity of the 
following 27 caves, in addition to the caves protected for the federally-listed 
species that support the karst species of concern: 
 
Adobe Springs Cave 
Airman’s Cave 
Armadillo Ranch Sink 
Arrow Cave 
Blowing Sink 
Buda Boulder Spring 
Cave X 
Ceiling Slot Cave 
District Park Cave 
Jack's Joint 
Lost Oasis Cave 
Lost Gold Cave 
Maple Run Cave 
Midnight Cave 

Moss Pit 
Pennie Cave 
Pickle Pit 
Pipeline Cave 
Flint Ridge Cave 
Slaughter Creek Cave 
Get Down Cave 
Spanish Wells Cave 
Goat Cave 
Stark's North Mine 
Ireland's Cave 
Talus Spring 
Whirlpool Cave

 
The caves in which the karst species of concern occur are listed below. To receive the “No 
Surprises” guarantee for the identified species, the caves identified must be protected, as per "1" 
above. 
 

SPECIES CAVE 
Sphalloplana mohri Spanish Wells Cave 
Candona sp. nr. Staqnalis Cave X 
Caecidotea reddelli Buda Boulder Cave, Cave X, Jack's Joint 
Trichoniscinae  N.S. Bandit Cave 
Miktoniscus  N.S. Cave X 
Cicurina wartoni Pickle Pit 
C. ellioti Cotterell Cave, Fossil Garden Cave, Gallifer Cave, 

No Rent Cave, Weldon Cave 
C. bandida Bandit Cave, Ireland's Cave 
C. reddelli Cotterell Cave 
C. reyesi Airman’s Cave 
C. cueva Cave X, Flint Ridge Cave 
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C. travisae Amber Cave, Broken Arrow Cave, Kretschmarr 
Cave, McDonald Cave, Root Cave, Spider 
Cave, Stovepipe Cave, Tooth Cave 

Neoleptoneta cocinna Lost Gold & Stark's North Cave 
N. devia McDonald Cave 
Eidmannella reclusa Tooth Cave, Gallifer Cave, Kretschmarr Cave, 

Stovepipe Cave 
Aphrastochthonius N.S. Stovepipe Cave 
Tartarocreaqris reddelli McDonald Cave 
T. intermedia Airman’s Cave 
T.  N.S.3 BCNWR 
Texella spinoperca Airman’s Cave 
T. Comanche New Comanche Trail Cave 
Speodesmus  N.S. Bandit Cave, Cave X, Get Down Cave, Goat Cave, 

Pennie Cave, Pipeline Cave, Slaughter 
Creek Cave, Whirlpool Cave 

Rhadine s. subterranean Cotterell, Fossil, Fossil Garden, No Rent, McNeil 
Bat, Weldon Cave 

R. s. mitchelli Amber, Kretschmarr, Tooth Cave 
R. austinica Airman’s, Arrow, Bandit, Bee Creek, Blowing 

Sink, Cave Y, Cave X, District Park, Flint 
Ridge, Get Down, Ireland’s, Lost Gold, Lost 
Oasis, Maple 
Run, Midnight, Pennie, 
Whirlpool 

 
2. If during investigations for development of a tract, karst features are discovered 

with a significant diversity of troglobitic fauna, those karst features may be 
submitted to the Service for consideration for exchange with karst features 
identified for protection by the BCCP. The determination of “significant 
diversity” will be made by the permit applicants and the Service, in association 
with karst experts. The inclusion of such a karst feature would not increase the 
number of caves to be protected by the BCCP, but would result in the new feature 
replacing a previously identified cave or caves. 

 
3.  Where the surface and subsurface hydrogeologic area around a cave identified for 

protection is not known, the area delineated by the contour level at the bottom of 
the cave will be managed for cave protection. In the absence of such site specific 
information, no Participation Certificates are to be awarded within 
0.25 miles of the cave entrance until the hydrogeologic areas are properly 
delineated. 

 
4.  Enter into formal management agreement(s) for all caves that are recommended 

for protection but have yet to be acquired. The management agreement(s) will 
detail the area to be managed for cave protection, what such management will 
entail, and who is responsible for the management. 
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T. CANYON MOCK-ORANGE 
 

Protect and manage the portions of the known populations found within the 
preserve boundaries, for the acreage acquired. 

 
U. TEXABAMA CROTON 

 
Protect and manage the populations at Pace Bend Park. 

 
 
 

 – END OF PERMIT # TE-788841 –  
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Final Environmental Impact Statement' 
Habitat Conservation Plan 

for Proposed Issuance of a Permit to M o w  Incidental Take 
of the Golden-cheeked Warbler, BIackapped Vireo, 
and Six Karst Invertebrates in Travis County, Texas 

Lead Agency: U.S. D q a n n e n t  of the I n ~ z i o r  
Fisn and Wildlife Ssrvict: 

Legal Authority: 

Prepared By: 

Responsible Official: W c y  M. Kadman, Regionai Director 
U.S. Department of the I n t e ~ o r  
Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 1306 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 103 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 
section lO(a), as i rnp lernen~ by 50 CFR 17.22@)(1) 

Regional Environmental Consultants (REC ON) 
7460 Mission Valley Road 
San Diego, California 92108 

and . 

U.S. Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife S e ~ c e  
Joe Johnston, Biologist, Ecological S enices 
10711 Burnet.Road, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78758 

Abstract: 'ihe City of Austin and Travis County (applicants) have applied for a permit 
fiom the Fish and Wildlife Serr ice  to allow incidental take of the following federally- 
listed endangered species: black-capped virea (Vireo onicapilfus), golden-cheeked 
warbler (Dendroicu chrysoparia), TOO$ Cave pseudoscorpion (Tmarocreagris t-), 
Tooth Cave spider (Neolepronefa myopica), Tooth Cave ground beetle ( m m  
persephone), H.etschmarr Cave mold beetie (Texmnaurops reddellq, Bone Cave 
hma-. TexeIZa reyeso, and Bee Creek Cave harvestman (Taella reddelE> under 
section lo(% ,I)@) of the Endangered Species Act. The activity sought to be authorized 
is the direct and indirect incidental take of federally-listed e e s  that would result from 
grading, cleadng, or omer earth-moving activities &xmsai for residential, commercial, 
or industrial construction and infrastructure projects as well as the indirect impacts, such 

noise, predation, and harassment, that results from the occupancy of these structures 



w i d l  the peAmit portions of Travis County, Texas. The nonfededy-Listed species of 
concern incluaed wirfiin this plan would be protected and thus implementxion of the plan 
may preclude the need for listing. If a species of concni is listed t n d  the proposed 
xuons in this plan have been implmenred. then no further mitigadon would be required 
or' the pian participants. 

The proposed permit will allow approved incidental take outside of proposed preserve 
lands within the propored permit boundaries. In general, this area inciudes all of the 
lands within Travis County, except the following: the mapped preserie area; that portion 
of Baleones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge (BCPPUR) that falls within Travis 
County; and, areas within the city limits and planning jurisdictions of municipalities not 
participating in the Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP). The permit period 
is 30 years. Potential development for this time period is estimated to affect between 
30,000 and 60,000 acres within the permit area. Of the approximately 2,000 acres of 
known occupied black-capped vireo habitat located within Travis County, 933 acres will 
be preserved within the BCCP preserve area or the BCNWR and up to 10 individuals 
wiU be subject to incidental take in the pennit area through the loss of approximately 
1,WO acres of habitat. For the golden-cheeked warbler, as identified by satellite 
h q e r y ,  approximateiy 44,068 acres in Travis Counry have the canopy closure and 
species distd~ution to be warbler habitat. Aspluch a 26,753 acres (74 percent) of this 
potential warbler habitat is located within the permit area and may be subject to alteration 
and the incidental take of the warblers residing therein. This potential warbler habitat 
could support from 1,605 to 3,210 pain of warblers (15-30 pairs/250 acres). Of the 
45,368 acres of potential karst invertebrate habitat occurring io the permit area, 
appmximateiy 38,349 acres wiU be unprotected*by the proposed BCCP. Of the 39 
federally-listed lclrst invenebrate localities currently known in the permit area, 35 
be protected by the BCCP andlor other action. 

- 
To minimize and mitigate the impacts of take, the applicants propose to conFrve a 
minimum of 30,428 acres of black-capped vireo and golden-cheeked warbler habitat in 
a preserve system; provide for the ongoing maintenance, patrol, and biological 
management of the conswed habitat; and, conduct biological monitoring and re~earcfi 

activities in support of the BCCP. A Participation Certificate fee wouid be used to bfund 
implementation of the habitat conservation plan. Alternatives considered include 
amtinuance of development without a regional permit (no action), issuance of the pennit 
with the submitted BCCP (30,428-acre preserve), and issuance of the permit with the 
submitted BCCP with an additional 5,000 acres added to the preserve system. 
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Executive Summay 

Executive S 

urpose of and Need for Action 

This final environmentd impact statement (EIS) describes the potential impacts of and 
mitigation measures for the Baicones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP), which 
addresses the incidend tr;ke of two endangered bird species and six endangered karst 
invertebrare species under section lO(a)(l)(B) ofthe bdanpered Species Act (ESA). The 
federal lead qency with responsibility for issuance of the incidenral take permit is the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service WSFWS). 

The purpose of the proposed section lO(a)(l)(B) permit (Permit) is to establish the 
conditions under which land deveiopment in Travis County can go forward in compliance 
with the requirements of the ESA that were triggered by the above endangered species 
listings. The City of Ausdn and Travis County seek approval by the USFWS of a permit 
under section 10(a)(l)(B) of the ESA, authorfig direct and indirect loss of endangered 
or threatened species and their habitat due to otherwise legally permitted activity (i.e., 
incidental take). The ESA prohibits activities that will cause h m  to a species listed as 
endangered or threatened; however, section lO(a)(l)(B) of the ESA provides a pesmitthg 
procedure to allow incidental take. 

' 

B . Alternative Actions 

1. Alternatives ELiminated from Consideration 

During the development of the BCQ, several alternative proposals were tonsidered that 
were eiiminated from detailed consideration. 

a. USFWS Would Not Issue Any Section 10(a)(l)(B) Permits 

Under this alternative, protection of existing occupied endangered species habitat would 
occur through enforcement of section 9 of the ESA @e., the taking prohibition) by 
federal agencies, through development and implementation of recovery p b  by h e  
USFWS and other parties, and thmugh independent conswation actions of ofher 
o r g ~ t i o n s .  Eofoxcement of the taking prohibition would occur thmugh field 
investigations, legal actions, and the section 7 consultation process t d g g d  by the 
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invoivement of a fede,d agency (e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of E n g h ~ r s  proposes to 
authorize a pipeline crossing occugied endange:ed qecies habitat). 

Tnis aiternative poses-potendally severe adverse long-term impacts on tii:: viability of the 
s p i e s  a d  the supporting ezosyslems in the area. Those lands that mntain any of the 
s p i e s  of concern would be protected but would likely be relznveiy isolated from a c h  
other, thereby reducing their habitat value. Comprehensive species management 
proprams, such as cowbiid management and systematic monitoring of species 
popuiations, would not be undertaken. In addition, a network of fragmented occupied 
habitat that is not comprehensively designed or managed to function as a system would 
reduce the likelihood that the species or' concxrn would s u ~ v e  in the local area. 

Also, negative impacts on the local economy could be severe. Under this alternahve, 
monetary value of undeveloped land with haoitat for endangered species may be based 
on its open space quality, not on any future development potential. For these reasons, 
this alternative was not considered for further discussion. 

b. Mitigation Outside Travis County 

One alternative considered at an early stage in the plan development process was the 
acquisition of habitat for the vireo and possibly the warbler in a location far removed 
from the adverse impacts of urbanization, and at a purch& price less expensive than 
land in western Travis County. For biologic3 reasons that necessitate the protection of 
a l l  sigmficant popuiations (e.g., the genetic diversity) of each of the species of concern, 
the USFWS rejected this alkrnative. They determined that the only acceptable preserve 
ahernative would be the protection of sigficant blocks of the remaining suitable habitat 
in the Ausdn metropolitan area, if significant arnokts of development across the western 
part of the study area were to be allowed under a regional Permit. 

c. , Privatized-Alternative 

The primary purpose of the privatized alternative is to rely on the private. sector 
(landowners, private citizens, and their enterprises) to accomplish the missions mandated 
by the ESA with the intention of increasing the size of the preserve area in a more cost- 
effrxtive way. Under this alternative: 

@ T" proposed preserve system would be enlarged by 15 percent, strengthening its 
ecological quality; 

Landowner partidpation and cooperative interaction with scientific specialists 
would increase; 



The BCCP preserve. area would be upgraded; and 

, Preserve acquisidon and operationai costs would be iowered. 

The operations of the ;rivatized alternative would be directed by a nonprofit public 
service foundation, the Balcones Cmyonlands Foundation. The foundation and its 
trustees would be assisted by advisory teams. Conservation stewards such. as the 
USFWS, Mexico's Pronamra, the Xudubon Society, the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Deparunent, and the Nature Conservancy, as well as local resource managers, would be 
enlisted to. help manage preserve land or auxillaq reswch sites. 

The privatized alternative was eliminated from detailed discussion in the EIS because 
pro-wnents of this alternauve have not identified a specific management or administration 
group nor additional data or mapping to effectively analyze the environmental impacts 
of such an alternative. Specificaily, a graphic exhibit of the alternative's proposed 
preserve identlfyrng a number of auxiliary preserve sites has yet to be produced; funding 
levels of the plan have not been provided; and management smtegies have not been 
developed. 

d. Alternative Study Area/Permit Area Boundaries 

Two categories of boundaries were pnsidered: the outer study area boundary and the 
boundaries of a somewhat smaller permit area that would be subject to habitat acquisition 
and management and to assessment of fees for habitat acquisition. 

Alternative Study Area Boundaries , 

The selected outer boundaries of the initial BCCP study area included all of Travis 
County, southern Williamson County, southeastern Burnet Counry, and those portions 

- of Hays and Bz-~op  counties within the five-mile exttaterritorial jurisdiction (EXJ) of the 
City of Austin. Five additional specific alternatives were considered but e h a t e d  from 
detailed analysis during the course of plan development. 

Alternative Permit Area Boundaries 

In considering alternatives in permit area boundaries, the objective was to have a d d y  
defined BC? permit area for the establishment of habitat preserves, areas subject to 
assessments ror preserve acquisition, and other areas on which take would be 
under the protection of the regional Pennit. Four alternatives were considered for the 
establishment of focused pennit areas within the BCCP study area. 'Three were 
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eliminated from further consice,ation and the fourth was selected zs the proposed action 
alternative. 

Tne first dternative h pemir xea boundaries considered but ehinated from further 
discussion included a pmnir, lirea larger than Travis County, This area would Uely  be 
difficult to manage administrati~ely and financially. It would require a e f ~ g  a 
geographical. area of at least six and possibly as many as 30 Texas coundes. No existing 
regional institution covers the entirety of even the minimum sixaunty regional a m ,  and 
limited community interest exists among the diverse rural and urban constituenb of these 
larger regions. 

The second alternative in permit area boundaries considered but eliminated from further 
discussion included Travis County and paas of Williamson, Hays, ,and Burnet counties. 
Major portions of this study area contained no current habitat for the species that the 
BCCP proposes to protect. Specifically, the area of Tmvis and Williamson counties east 
of Interstate Highway 35, while included in the srudy area, have proven to have 
essentially no documented habitat for the species under consideration. Landowners in 
these areas wouid benefit less directly from the plan than landowners in the area of 
extensive habitat. For these reasons, this geographic configuration was not recommended 
for the permit area. 

A third alternative in pennit area boundaries considered but eliminated from further 
~Qscussion was similar to the proposed action alternative but included the southern portion 
of Williamson County. This aitefilative was considered at the request of the City of 
Gargetown and was subsequently eliminated at the . . request of the Williamson County 
Commissioners Court. 

2. Alternatives Considered 

a. Alternative 1: The No A d o n  Alternative 

The No Action Alternative assumes that the USFWS does not issue a regional Permit for 
Travis County. Although development could occur on lands not occupied by endangered 
or threatened species, development activities that would cause take of a listed Species 
would requ. a permit under the H A  on properties containing endangered or threatend 
species habitat. 

Development projects would have the potential. to be pcmn.it$id, provided mitigation was 
included through preserve land dedication or payment of mitigation fees. 



Some developers could seek approval of incidental take b o u g h  the section 7 consultation 
process. Section 7 of the ESA requires a federal agency to consult with the USFWS for 
development projects proposed by that federal agency or which at some level require 
fxieral approval. Appiicabie projeca that pose no jeopmiy to the survival of an 
endangered or threatened species in the wiid could p r d .  The secdon 7 consultation 
process requires the invoivernent oi another federal agency and does not have a public 
review requirement. Formal consultation procedures could cause delays in permit 
issuance by an agency or approval of a proposed project; however, this delay is normally 
less than that associated wirh the section 10 permit process. T'herefore, project 
proponents are likely to use it nther than the section 10 pennit process, if available. 

b. Alternative 2: Regional Permit proposed Action) 

The City of Austin and Travis County seek approval by the USFWS of a Permit, 
authorizing incidental take of the following federally-listed endangered species: black- 
capped vireo, golden-cheeked warbler, Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion, Tooth Cave spider, 
Tooth Cave ground beetle, Kretschmarr Cave mold 'leetle, Bone Cave harvestman, and 
Bee Creek Cave harvestman. Travis County includes approximately 1,012 quare miles 
(647,680 acres) of both publicly and privately owned lands. The permit area identified 
in the BCCP encompasses aU of Travis County with the exc~usion of the city limits and 
planning jurisdictions of nonparticipating municipalities, that portion of the Balcones I 

Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge (BCNWR) located within Travis County, and the 
BCCP preserve area as defined in the BCCP. Thus, the totai acreage of the permit area 
is 561,OQO acres, of which about 100,000 acres is currently developed. Over the 30-year 
permit period, the amount of land likely to be developed within the permit area is 
estimated to be bemeen 30,000 and 60,000 acres, some of which is endangered species 
habitat. Xowever, this pennit covers the incidental take of the 8 f&erally-listed species 
and 27 species of concern on ail lands outside of the proposed preserves. The 
participants in the BCCP have identified areas where endangered species habitat will be 
lost, have identified preserve areas and other mitigative measures for these species, and 
have developed a financial and legal framework for implementing the prgposed B C B .  

The proposed habitat conservation plan to address potential incidental takE indudes the 
establishment of a habitat preserve system encompassing at least 30,428 acres within 
Travis County. It also includes protection of 35 of 39 known cave locations for listed 
karst invertebrates. In addition to the listed species, the BCCP preserve a h  p b d e s  
protection for other species of concern; they include canyon m o c k a g e  and Texabm 
moton, and 25 other karst invertebrate species. Additional acreage may need to be 
acquired for conservation of the 25 karst invertebrate species of concern. The Buton 
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Springs rziarnander, Jollyviile salamander, Texas salamander zxi 3 snGs in Barton 
Springs xe no~t cunendy inciuded in the pian but may be included, srrbsequenr to funher 
evaluadon. 

Preser,.e management will be accompiished through an inter-governmental agreement, 
Funding of preserve acquisition and maintenance wiil be from h e  sale of volunrariiy 
purchased Participation Certificates and public funding sour-. Creation of the 
permanent preserve system wd be through public acquisition, lather than by land use 
restric;ions (which are limited in Texas). 

The proposed action requires USFWS review and approval of a Pennit appiication, which 
is d e s d ~ e d  in this draft EIS. Concurrent with its evaluation of this Permit, the USFWS 
wiil conriuct an internal section 7 consultation; the USFWS is not exempt from the 
requirenent that a federal agency undertaking an action that may a.Eect a listed species 
must demonstrate that the action will not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of any endangered or threatened species in the wild. Future development projects built 
outside the proposed preserve will be subject to existing regulatory controls other than 
the ESA; however, no additional actions or pennits under the ESA w i l l  be required. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

This alternative is the same as alternative 2 in a number of ways: it seeks approval of a 
?errnit for future development throughout Travis County; it involves the same species; 
&e management structure relies on intergovernmental cooperation; the funding pian is 
the same; and mitigation occws through creation of a habitat preserve. 

The significant difference between this alternative' and alternative 2 is the number and 
locarion of acres to be acquired for the proposed preserve. Under this alternative, 
approximately 5,000 acres would be set aside in addition to the 30,428 preserve acres 
in alalte,aative 2. These acres would be iocated in close proximity to and be incorporated 
into the BCNWR, which is in northwestern Travis County. The B C I W  extends into 
Bumet and W-son counties; it is possible that the additional 5,000 acres w&ld be 
located in Travis, Burnet, andor WiLliamson counties. Setting aside additionai acres in 
Travis County would reduce the pennit area in which development could occur by tbat 
number of acres. 

3. Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 3 Regional Permit described above is the preferred alternative of the USFWS. 
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C. Adverse and IrreversibIe Impacts 

h u s e  the BCCP preserve provides overall. mitigation by  establishing a preserve, the 
iFzabitat losses outside preserve boundaries wiil not be required to be riirieated for 
adequately protected s p i e s  on a project-by-project. bais .  Thus, under the proposed 
Permit, deveiopable land outside the proposed presene boundaries wiLl be open to 
development without funher ESA restrictions on incidental take for the wabler, vireo, 
six listed karst inve,-rebrates and our adequately coverd species of concern. The 
mitigation measures needed to adequately address these species can be found in Chapter 
Two. The BCCP esurnates -_3r land development d d g  t$e 3 0 - y m  term of the permit 
will reduce habitats for the listed species as follows: approximately half of known 
occupied black-capped virm habitat; 71 percent of potential golden-cheM warbler 
habitat; and 84 percent of potential karst. invertebrate habitat. Reduction of habitat for 
other species of concern is estimated with all species of concern being adequately 
protected except for b e  bracted twistflower which wiil lose four of the nine known 
populations and will not be adequately protected by this plan. 

D. Summary o f  Project Impacts, 
Mitigation, and SignXicance After 
Mitigation 

Table S- 1 summarizes the environmental effects, including the cumulative impacl, of the 
proposed action and dternati-;es. B c h  major environmental issue listed in the table 
separated into and evaluated by subissues.. For a c h  subissue, the table describes the 
impacts of the pmposed project and alternatives, recommended mitigation measures, and 
resulting level of signrficance after implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND hf ITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continwd) 

Issue Alternative I: No Action Alternative 2: Pmmsed Action Alternative 3: Preferred Alternative 

1. BIOLOGY 

Black-cavped Vireo 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after Mitigation 

Uolden-cheeked Warbler 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

t 

Significance after Mitigation 

Total take unknown, resulting from 
individual approvals under ESA 
sections 7 and 10. 

Case-by-case mitigation by on-site or 
off-site habitat set-aside or mitigation 
fee. 

Impacts will be reduced to a level 
below significance 0n.a . project-by- . 

project basis. 

Total take unknown, resulting from 
individual approvals under ESA 
sections 7 and 10. 

Case-by-case mitigation by on-site or 
off-site habitat set-aside or miligation 
fee. 

Impacts will be reduced to a level 
. below significance on a project-by- 
project basis. 

Loss of up to 1,135 acres of existing Same as Alternutive 2. 
occupied habitat (55 96) 

Acquisition/managen~ant of 933 acres Same as Altzniativz 2. 
of known occupied habitat; enhanced 
ntanagement of 1,000 acres of 
potential habitat . 
Not significant with respect to Not significant with respect to 
recovery goals. recovery goals. 

Loss of up to 26,753 acres of potential Maxirnum loss of 26,753 acres of 
habitat (71 46). potential hubitat (71 X); minimum loss 

of 21,753 acrzs of jw)tcntiul huhitat 
(64 %). 

Acquisitionimanagement of 11,086 Acq~iisitionln~anagement of nuximum 
acres of potentiaI hubitat (29%). 16,086 acres (47 96) and rnir~imnm 

1 1,086 acres (29 76 )  of potentiul 
hubitat. 

Not significant with respect to Not significant with r a p t  to 
recovery goals. recovery goals. 





TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY O P  IMPACTS A M )  MITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(cont inlied) 

-- 

Issue Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action , Alternative 3: Preferred Alternative 

Canvon Mock-Oranae 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significlinca after Mitigation 

Fumcea Salamanders 

Other S w i e s  of Concern 

Impacts 

No protection for candidate species. 

None provided. 

Significant advew i~npacts likely. 

Further study pending. 

No protection for s p i e s  of concern 
. . 

Mitigation Measures None provided. 

Significance after Mitigation 

2. SOCIAL 

population Growth 
t 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measurea 

Significant adverse impacts likely. 

Reduction in population growth, 
,cpmpared to Alternative 2 
(approximately 62,000) for Austin 
MSA. 

None provided. 

All or portions of five known Same as Alternative 2. 
populations included in preserve. 

Management and research direct4 at Same as Alternative 2. 
preservation of protected populations. 

Not significant. Not trignilicuitt. 

Furtiler study pending. Further st~itly pntlirig. 

Populations within the 30,428-acre Populations witliin 35,428-acre 
preserve will be protected from active preserve will be protected from ac t iv~  
uses; species in permit area have uses; sjwies in permit area have 
potential to be taken. potential to be taken. 

Within preserve, species will be Same as Altzrnutive 2. 
identitid, monitored, and managed; 
no mitigation providd for species 
found in permit area. 

Not sibmificant. Not significwt. 

Steady average population growth rate Same as Alternative 2. 
of 2.25% annually for Austin MSA. 

None r equ id .  Same as Alternative 2. 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issue Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action , Alternative 3: Preferred Alternative 

Significance after Mitigation Adverse impacts possible. Positive impacts. Posilive inipncts.. 

Housing 

Impacts New constmction in habitat areas Increased housing development due to Same ns Regional Alternntive 1. 
evaluated on a project-by-project increased population and reduced ESA 
basis. compliance costs ($1,500- 

$SJ5001acre). 

Mitigation Measures None provided. None required. Same as Alternntive 2. 

Significance after Mitigation Adverse impacts possible. Positive impacts. Positive impacts. 

Public Infrastructi~re 

Impacts Decreased demand for public Increased demand for public Same as Alternative 2. 
infi-astructure; added NBPA infrastructure due to increased 
compliance costs for major projects. population and housing; reduced 

NEPA conipliance cosis for mr!jor 
projects. 

Mitigation Measures None provide& None reqoirerf. 

Significance afier Mitigation Adverse impacts possible. Positive impacts. 

3. ECONOMIC 

Same as Alternntive 2. 

Positive inipncts. 

&downen\ 

x Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Possible rerfuction of employment Possible increases in employment. Same as Altenintivr: 2. 
opportunities by 8.7 % of expected 20- 
year growth. 

None provided. None required. Same as Alternative 2. 

Significam after Mitigation Advem impacts possible. Positive impacts. 

1 1  

Positive impacts. 





TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION OF ALTERNATlVES 

(cont in~red) 

Issue Alternative I: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action . Alternative 3; Preferred Alternative 

Consistencv with Plans and 
Policies 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after Mitigation 

5. RECREATIONAL 

Loss of Recreatioq 
Omortuni ties 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after Mitigation 

Interference with Ifahitat 
&sewation Goals 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Project-by-project development; No significant impacts. 
cumulative impacts unknown. 

Implementtr~ion of existing None required. 
administmtive review procas. 

Not ~ignificant. Not significant. 

No sigiiificant inipncts. 

None reqtrirtxl. 

Not tiigriificunt. 

. . 
Potential loss of recr&tional facilities No significant adverse impacts; Same as Altcrnativz 2. 
or  expansion opportunities due to increased public open space acreage 
increased fin9ciul burden of available in preserve for passive uses. 
individual section 10(u) permits or , ' 

section 7 consultations. 

None provided. None required. None rapircll. 

Significant adverse impacts not likely. Not significant. Not significant. 

Project-by-project development; Potential habitat destruction through Same as Alternative 2. 
potential habitat Fragmentation. expansion of active recreational uses. 

'Implementation of ESA sections 7 and Guidelines and tract-specific S a m  as Altemaiivc: 2. 
10 restrictions on incidental take. management plms restrict 

development and uses of preserve 
lands. 



TABLE S-1 
SUhlhlAHY OF IMPACTS AND hlITIGATION O F  ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issue Alternative I :  No Action Alternative 2: P r o p s 4  Action . Alternative 3: Preferred Allemalive 

Significance after Mitigation Impacts will be reduced to a level Not significant. Not significant. 
below significance on a project-hy- 
project basis. 

J..,oss of Cultural Resources 

Impacts No direct affect on cultural resources. Potential adverse impact by transfer of Sume as Alternutive 2. 
cultural resource from private to 
pihlic ownership, possil)ly allowing 
greater access to resource. 

Mitigation Measures None provided. Public preserve restricts uses. Same as Altcrnativc 2. 

Significance aRer Mitigation Not significant. Not significant. Not significunt. 
. . 

6 .  WATER RESOURCES . . 

Surface Water Flows 

Impacts Potential to increase flows due to 
vegetation clearing, grading, and . 
impervious cover construction. 

Mitigution Measurea Existing watershed protetion 
ordinances require stormwater vo lu~m 
control meastires. 

, 

, Significanm after Mitigation Not significant. 

No significant impacts expected; Sume as Alterntitive 2. 
potential to increase flows outside 
preserve due to vegetation clearing, 
grading, and impervious cover 
construction. 

None roquirtxl within prescwetl; Same as Alierni~tive 2. 
existing watershed protection 
ordinances require stormwater volume 
control measures outside preserves. 

Not significant. Not signific~ml. 





TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issue Alternative I: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action . Alternative 3: P r e f e d  Alternative 

Significance after Mitigation Adverse impacts possible. Impacts to Significant adverse impacts likely Same as Alternative 2. 
water quality will be reduced to a outside of preserve area. 
level below significance on a project- 
by-project basis. 

Groundwater Quality 

Impacts Potential for quality to degrade in No significant impacts within Same as Alttmative 2. 
developed areas due to vegetation preserve; potential for quality to 
clearing and runoff froni development. degrade in developed areas clue to 

vegetation clwring and runoff from 
development 

Mitigation Measures Existing watershed development 
ordinances require vegetative buffer 
zones and development setbacks from 
critical environmental fatures 
connecting surface to groundwater; 
Texas Natural Resources Conservatiod 
Commission restricts location of waste 
treatment facilities. 

None r q u i r d  within preserve; Same as Altemulivc 2. 
existing watershed development 
ordinances require vegetative buffer 
mnes and development setbacks from 
critical environmental features 
connecting surface to groundwater; 
Texas Natural Resources Conservation 
Commission restricts location of waste 
treatment facilities. 

Significance after Mitigation Adverse impacts possible. Impacts Significant adverse impacts likely Same as Altemntive 2. 
will be reduced to a level below outside of preserve area. 
significance on a project-by-project 
basis. $ 

!. AIR QUALITY 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY O F  IMPACTS AND MITIGATION OF  ALTERNATIVES 

(cont inoed) 

- - - -- - - 

Issue Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action . Alternative 3: Preferred Altemntive 

Impacts Potential for ii~crmsed degradation as Potential for t en~prary  increases in Same as Altemative.2. 
current open space areas are degradation due to occnsiond 
developedlfrngmentd. prescribed burning. 

Mitigation Measures Project-by-project mitigalion for With planning, no significant impacts Same as Altemtltive 2. 
specific project-related impacts. within preserve, impacts outside 

preserve same as for no action 
altzmrrtivn. 

Significance after Mitigation Impacts will be reduced to below Not significant. 
significance on a project-by-project 
basis. 

NOISE Impacts will be rductxl to txlow No significant impacts 
significance on a project-by-project 
basis. 

Same as Altcnl~ltive 2. 

Surne ns Altenitttiva 2. 

CUMULATIVE 

1. Bioloeical Resources 

Impacts USFWS enforces ESA section 9 take USFWS grants ESA section 10(a) Same as Alternative 2. 
prohibition; amount of incidental take permit for 30 years, allowing 
allowed over 30 years is unknown; no incidental take in Travis County 
preserve created; habitat fragmented. permit area. 
Cumulative impacts could be 
significant. 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IhfPACTS AND MITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issue Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Pmposed Action ' Alternative 3: P r e f e d  Alternative 

Mitigation Measures Enforcement of ESA sections 7 and 10 Creation of 30,428-acre preserve for Creation of 35,428-acre preserve for 

incidental take provisions. listed species and species of concern. listed species and s p i e s  of concern. 

Significance after Mitigation Adverse inipncts likely for listed Not significant. 
species. 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after Mitigation 

3. J3conomic 

Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

: Significance after Mitigation 

4. Land lJse 

Impacts 

Higher ESA compliance costs could 
reiiuce population growth rate and 
public infrastructure demand and 
increase new housing cpsts in Travis 
County. 

None provided. 

Adverse impacts possible. 

Higher ESA compliance costs could 
reduce employment and property tax 
revenues in Travis County. 

None provided. 

Adverse impacts possible. 

. . 
Project-by-project development; 
cumulative impacts unknown. 

Not sigrlificant. 

Lower ESA compliance costs could Same as Altcrnutivc 2. 
increase population growth rate and 
public infrastructure demand and 
decrease new housing costs in permit 
8W.L 

None required. None required. 

Pbsilive impacts. Positive inipncts. 

Lower ESA compliance costs could Same as Altznlative 2. 
increase employment and property tax 
revenues in permit area. 

None r q u i r d .  

Positive impacts. 

None rq~~i r tx l .  

Positive impucts. 

No significant impacts. No significant impacts. 



TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issue Alternative I: No Action Altemative2:ProposedAction ' Alternative 3: Preferred Alternative 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance after Mitigation 

5. Peereation 

impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

Significance afier Mitigation 

6. Water Resources 

i Impacts 

I 
Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of existing land use 
regulations and administrative 
procedures. 

Not significant. 

Potential losses of nzarlexpandeci 
recreational facilities and potential 
habitat fragmentation. 

Implementation of ESA Sections 7 and 
10 restrictions. 

Impacts will be reduced to a level 
below significance on a project-by- 
project basis. 

Potential for increased surbce 
flowslflooding, degraded surface and 
groundwater quality, and decreased 
groundwah wharge. 

l&lementation of existing watershed 
protection ordinances. 

None required. 

Not significant. 

Potential impacts through ownership 
transFers and expansion of active 
recreational uses. 

Ownersliip transfers are to public 
preserve with ~cstricted uses; tract- 
s p i f i c  managenlent minimias 
potential losses. 

Not significant. 

No significant impacts within 
preserve; impacts outside preserve 
same as for no action alternative. 

None required within preserve; 
implementation of watershed 
protection ordinances outside pfeserve. 

None required. 

Not significant. 

Potential in~pacts tl~rougli ownership 
transfers and cxpunsion of active 
recrwtiorial tlscs. 

Ownership transfers are to public 
preserve with restricted trses; tract- 
specific r~lunugcriieut nii~iitt~izcs 
potentid losses. 

Not significant. 

Same as Alternative 2. 

Same as Alternative 2. 





1. Purpose and Need 

ter One 
. ose and Need for the Action 

A. Background 

On October 6, 1987, the black-caw@ vireo (Vireo arn'capiilus) was Listed by the 
U.S. Fish and Wddlife Service (USI%S) as an endangered species, thereby invoidng the 
protection provided by the Endangered Species Act @SA) for the species. On 
September 16, 1988, the USFWS implemented the same lever of promtion for five 

. . species of h s t d w e i h g  invertebrates by dete,xxnmg endangered status for the followiq 
species: Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion (Tanarocreagris tam), Tooth Cave spider 
(Neoleptonesa myopica), Tooth Cave ground beetle ( W i n e  persephone), Kretschrnan: 
Cave mold beetie (Texamaurops reddelli), and Bee C m k  Cave harvestman (Terella 
reddelli). A refinement of the taxonomy expands this group into seven distinct species. 
Because Texella reyesi and Barisodes reranus were considered to be populations of 
Texella redddi and T e ~ w r o p s  reddelli, respectively, at the time of listing, they are 
 SO considered to be listed as endangered under the ESA. Emergency listing of the 
golden-cheeked warbler (Dendroica'chrysoparia) as endangered was posted by the 
USFWS on May 4, 1990, with pennanent listing as endangered on December 27, 1990. 

Several land development and public improvement projects in the Austin area were 
mcldified or delayed by these listings because of ESA requirements that permits be 
obtained for activities found to impact' endangered p i s  directly or indirectly. 
Therefore, the City of Austin and Travis County (applicants) have applied for a permit 

- from the USFWS to aUow incidental take of the subject federally-listed endangered 
species under section 10(a)(l)@) of the fidangered Species Act. Th3 take wiU be 
incidental to otherwise lawful activities that would occur as a result of gradtng, clearing, 
or other earth-moving activities necasary for residential, commercial, or indusnial 
construction and infrastructure projects within Travis County, Texas. The l ~ ~ a t i o n  of 
7kiv- i~ County in the state of Texas is shown on Figure 1. With the permit application, 
the applicants submitted documentation that complies with the application requirements 
of 50 (33 17.22@)(1) for an incidental take permit under the Endangered Species Act. 

The d~cumentation idenhfies the impacts of the take; shows how the impacts 
be &mized, monitored, and mitigated; and demonstrates that the Balm= 
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- Canyonlands Conservation Plan (BCCP) wiil not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the 
sumival and recovery of the s p i e s  in the %%d. 

Travis County includes approximately 989 q w e  miles (632,960 acres) of both publicly 
a d  privately owned lands. The permit area identified in the ECCP encompasses all 01' 
Travis Counry, with the exclusion of the prolecrs and ac5viaes of nonparticipating 
municipalities, that porrion of the Balcones Canyodancis National Wildlife Refuge 
(BCNWR) located within Travis County, md the BCCP presene ara as defined in the 
BCCP (Figure 2). Thus, the total acreage of the permit ara is 561,000 acres, of which 
about 100,000 acres is cunently developed. Over the 30-yezr pennit period, the amount 
of land likely to be developed within the permit area is estimated to be between 30,000 
and 60,000 acres, some of which is endaneered species habitat. The participants in the 
BCCP have identified areas where endangered species habitat wrll be lost, have identified 
preserve areas and other mitigative measures for these species, and have developed a 
financial and legal framework for implementing the p r o p o d  BCCP. 

Be Proposed Action and Decisions Needed 

The proposed federal action is the issuance of a section lO(a)(l)(B) permit (Pennit) by 
the USFWS to allow incidental take of black-capped vireos, golden-cheeked warolers, 
and six karst invertebrates for a 30-year period in designated areas of Travis County, 
Texas. The permit area where incidental talk would occur is shown on Figure 2. 

@ecisions to be made by the USFWS are as follows: 

I. Is the proposed take incidental? 

2. Are the impacts of the proposed take minimized and mitigated to the maximum 
extent practicable? 

3. ' Is adequate funding provided to implement the measures proposed .in the 
submitted HCP? 

4. Will the proposed take appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and 
recovery of the species in the wild? 

5.  Are there other measures that should be required as a condition of the permit? 

In considering the above decisions, the USFWS may issue the permit with the submitted 
B C O ,  issue the permit with a modified BCCP, issue the pennit with other speczfic 
management requirements and mitigation measures, or deny the permit. 
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C. Purpose of the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the proposed action is to establish the conditions under wiuch the BCCP 
proposed by the a~aiicants - .. wiil meet tie requiremenu for a PeA?nir under the ESA. The 
actions for which this permit is being sought are descr;jed in Section B above. 

D. Need for the Proposed Action 

Compliance with the ESA is necessary if otherwise lawful development of habitat areas 
on non-federal lands in the proposed pennit area is to pr&. Without the proposed 
action, the applicants could face delays in meeting the housing and infkistructure needs 
of the local popuiation in the proposed permit am, Funhermore, protection and 
conservation measures for the b l ackapped  vireo, goiaen-chehed wahler, and six karst 
invertebrates in the still relatively undisturbed areas of Travis County are n d e d  
immediately. 

E. Scoping the Issues and Concerns 

I. Public Involvement 

In 1988, in response to the listing of the black-calrped vireo and five species of karst- 
dwelling invertebrates as endangered species by the USFWS, the City of Austin, Travis 
County, the Lower Colorado River ~uthority, and the Texas Parks and WildIife 
Department (the original a?piicants) and other entities formed an Executive C o d W  
to initiate the development of the Balmnes Canyonlands Conservation Plan and to saxre 

- a regional. Permit under the Endangered Species Act. - 
The Executive Committee consisted of representatives Erom the business comnrdty, 
environmental organizations, city and county government, sate agencies, and 
landowners. 

Although aU affected parties could not be directiy represented on the Executive 
Committee, a concerted effort was made to bring those interests into discussions. Most 
of the substantive issues discussed and recommended in the BCCP were individually 
discussed and evaluated by the Executive Cornmitree during monthfy or biweekly public 
meetings which included time for public input as part of their agenda. A n e w d e w  and 
meeting agenda distributed regularly to hundreds of interested parties provided 



- 
information pertinent to the deveiopment of the BCCP and to the merings of the 
Executive Committez. Several workshops were held to ailow the participation and direct 
Liput of governmental leaders in area cities and wunties during the BCC? process and 
to provide input into the deveiopment of the BCCP management and p l h g  guides. 

2 .  The BCCP Draft Process 

A Biological Advisory Tearn (BAT) conducted essential research on the spcies of 
concern and theit habitat in the BCC? smdy area and acted as an advisory b d y  to tile 
Executive Committee and the plan consultants during plan deveiopmenc. The BAT 
contributed significantly to the BCCP process by identlfpg and recommending research 
n d s ,  conducting critical research and monitoring on the species of concern, and 
reviewing and commenting on the elements of the plan tkroughout its development. One 
of the most significant contributions of the BAT was the preparation of the 
"Comprehensive Report of the Biological Advisory Team" (1990), which became a basic 
guide for much of the preserve planning and management inciuded in the BCCP. 

A number of working drafts of the BCCP were produced in 1990 and 1991 by the 
Executive Commirtee's consultants. In 1991, the mayor of Austin appointed a special 
task force to seek a reconciliation of outstanding concerns. The task force addressed 
1egaVlegislative issues, biology, Iandowner,wncerns, public relations, and economic 
impacts, and made numerous findings leading to the recommendations in the h a 1  pIan. 

In the fall of 1991, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) issued a 
"Biologicai Assessment of the Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan, " which included 
recommendations on how to improve the preservk design and acquisition stmtegy. The 
USFWS reviewed the biological basis of the BCCP in July 1992 and s W  its findings 
and recommendations in a letter to the TPWD dated July 22, 1992. All of these 
rec?mmendations were used to help prepare the section lO(a)(l)@) application. 

i 

On February 28, 1992, the Executive Committee approved a resolution to accept a 
draft of the BCCP and forwarded it to the BCCP participating entities to be useh as the 
basic foundation of a regional BCCP for lam submittal to the USFWS as one component 
of a Permit application. The resolution fimher recommended that these four entities 
review and amend the BCCP as needed in preparation for submitting it to USFWS. 
TPWD was directed to assume the lead role to ensure submission of the p h .  

In May and June of 1992, the TPWD canvened a work group of staft members from the 
City of Austio, Travis County, and LCRA to review the Final Draft BCCP, to address 
amments and suggestions for the Final Draft from Executive Committee members, and 
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to make technid revisions to the Finai D m 5  as needed in preparation for submitting it 
for review by each of the inespeaive governing councils, comrnissions, and boards. In 
July 1992, the work group presented as the "Pre-.4pplicadon Draft (Revision 1 of Final 
~ r & ,  February 1992) " which received Limited cistnbution U, decision-makers of the four 
BCCP participating entities. 

Based on a desire to move the BCCP pkiming p r w s  forward in a timely manner and 
to take advantage of a proposed Resoiution Trust Corporation (RTC) bulk saie of 
properties within the proposed BCCP preserve systen, t!e BCCP entities initiated an 
effort in August and September 1992 to reach agreenenr on many substantive details of 
the BCCP. The result of those e5ort.s was the Interagency Plan for the BCCP, which 
comprised the core structure and detad of the BCCP. It was designed and written to 
serve as a decision-guiding document for consideration by the four governmental entities 
creating the BCCP. In late September 1992, the Interagency Plan was approved by the 
Austin City Council, the Travis County Commissioners Court, and the Board of 
Directors of the LCRA; these entities then became the primary participants in the 
application process. 

A second Pre-Application Draft of the BCCP, based on the Interagency Plan, formed the 
basis for public review by City of Austin boards and commissions and the City Council 
as well as review by Travis County and L C M .  

Because of changes in funding provisions, the BCCP was revised and, in January 1995, 
this revised plan was presented to the City Council by City of Austin staff, and a 
Community Conservation Plan Working Group of 13 original members was formed to 
review and make mmrnendations for a final BCCP. That group made their 
recommendations to the Austin City Council and Travis County Commissioners Court 
in April 1995. The Council and Cornmis~ioners Court subsequently took action to move 
forward on the BCCP. 

- The City of Austin and Travis County executed an I n t e r i d  Agreement.(Appendix A) 
in August, 1995 that replaces and supenedes the Interagency Plan approv& in September 
1992. AS the Coordinating Committee for the Plan, the City and ~ o u n t ~ h v i t e d  LCRA 
to enter into a separate Interlocat Agreement which addresses the designation and 
management of LCRA lands within the proposed preserve system, as well as p"Gding 
a mechanism by which the LCRA and its wholesale customers may p& with 
construction projecrs without the need to s u r e  separate permits under the Endangered 
Species Act. 
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3. The Scoping Process 

The process to identify the scope and contexs of the dm? Environmental Impact 
Sta;enent ('EIS) for the BCC? was Ibrmaily h i k e d  on Augus: 2. 1990, wirh publicanon 
o f  be  Notice of Intent (;?Tor) to pre?are m EX in the Ferierai Regisrer (volume 55, 
number 149, pages 31453-2 1454). On Seprnoer 19, 1990, the Federal Iiegister 
published an amendment (volume 55, number 182, pages 38587-38588) to extend the 

a was public comment period unnl October 1, 1990. The inirial pubiic scoping meetin, 
held in Austin, Travis County, Texas, on August 16, 1990, with subsequent hearings on 
September 14 and 28, 1990. 

Three public scoping meetings and 19 Ietters produced 124 comments. Table 1 contains 
a summary of these responses to the NOf, presented as a list of issues, with the 
corresponding number of comments received on each issue. Classifying comments into 

issues involves judgment and, therefore, the list does nor reflect each comment 
exacdy. The list is useful in  idenhfying common issues of concern and the general level 
of concern for eacn issue. 

Fifty percent of the comments addressed two issues: preserve design and equitable 
funding of the BCCP. Thirty-seven comments discussed presente design in terms of 
adequate ecosystem and species protection, appropriate land acquisition strate$% and 
biologically sound preserve configuration. Twenty-five comments discussed equitable 
funding of the BCCP in terms of negative fiseai impacts on landowners, proportionate 
developer responsibility/fees for preserve development, and avdability of various 
funding sources. Other major issues include inadequate public response 
timdopportunity, invasion of landowner rig& biologically sensitive p m m e  
management, negative and positive economic impacts of the BCCP, and detrimental 
impacts of development on community resources. 

In aildition to the formal scoping period, the BCCP ?3ecutive Committee provided an 
opportunity for public comment at 11 of its meetings in 1990-1991: 

February 23, 1990 August 24, 1990 
March 30, 1990 November 9, 1990 
April 27, 1990 December 5, 1990 
h e  1, 1990 January 11, 1991 
June 29, 1990 February 1, 1991 
July 27, 1990 

Comments horn these meetings address the following topics: (a) basis of data used in 
BCCP development and functional basics of the BCCP; @) extent and configuration of 
BCCP preserve; (c) economic impactshenefits of the BCCP; (d) broad protection of 



biological - resources: (e) protection of private property rights; (f) BCCP fmancing 
concerns and federal government acquisiaon role; (g) biologically sensidve preserve 
management; (h) cumuiative impacts of the permit action and of intermediate actions; (i) 
EIS evaluation and aktnatives; and 0) impacts occurring on winter range of the golden- 
cheeked warbler. 

Of 39 comments given, two issues of primary concern emerge: firsr, financing the 
BCCP (11 comments in addition to scoping raponsesj, and second, managing the 
cumulative impacts of actions taken intermediate to and after issuance of the P e n i t  (9 
comments in addition to scoping responses). Other issues include extent and 
configuration of the BCCP preserve; BCCP data and func~onal basics; and protection of 
private property rights. Table 2 mntains a summary of these comments, which were 
received in addition to the public scoping comments s u r n m d  in Tzble 1. 

4. Definition of the Scope of the EIS 

Issues and concerns raised through the public involvement process, the BCCP draft 
process, and the scoping process identified the ove,taU scope of this m, in conjunction 
with an analysis of the potential fx significant impacts on the affected environment. For 
the purposes of this environmez-A review, the scope of the proposed action includes the 
USFWS issuance of a pennit as authorized under section lO(a)(l)(B) of the ESA, 
establishment of the proposed praetve system, and management of these preserves at a 
programmatic level. Because development of undeveloped lands in Travis Cowty would 
likely occur whether the proposed action takes place, these activities are considered not 
connected to the proposed action and therefore are not within the scope of this document. 
Site specific land management plans will'be prepared as units of the preserve system are 
acquired. Appropriate environmentai &alyses of land management activities wiu be 
conducted upon completion of these plans, as required. 

Afier analyzing the potential for signrficant impacts to federally-bteh species, the 
USFWS has determined that the following issues potentially could Ik ie@~andy 
afiected by the proposed action: biological-resour&; d &d gono@c fesoufie~; 
land use; recreation; and wa& resources. All of these issues an: analyzed in depth in 
this EZS. Impacts to air quality could occw as a result of preserve management 
activities, such as prescribed burning. S i g m h n t  impact. would ody OCGW if the 
proposed action degrade: air quality below the existing quality. No impacts to resources 
as a resuft of noise are expected from the pmposed project. Therefore, no further 
analysis of noise is included in this document. 



TABLE 1 
RESULTS FROM PfTBLIC MEETINGS AND L E m  

Number of Comments1 
Issues Sco~ing DEIS~ 

- 
Preserve establishment 37 44 

Adequate ecosystem and species protection 
Appropriate land acquisition strateges 
Biologically soui.ld preserve configuration 

Preserve management 14 10 

Economic Impacts 
Negative fiscal impacts on landowners 
Proportionate developer responsibilityifees 
Availability of funding sources 

NEPA Documentation 
EIS Organization/content 
Dismissal of Alternatives 
Cumulative Impacts 
Public response time/opportunity 

Private property rights 

Detrimental impacts of development on community resources 

USFWS 
Limitatiodresponsibility 
Refuge acquisitiodmanagement 
Certainty 
Golden-cheeked warbler listing opposition 

Cultural resources sensitivity 2 0 

General support for pladalternative 

General opposition-for piadalternative 

'Multiple comments contained in the same letter, or made by speaker during public hearings, 
fitting under issue category were tabulated as one comment. Each comment letter or speaker 
may have addressed multiple issues. 
21ncludes comments obtained during public hearing. 



TABLE 2 
RESULTS FROM BCCP EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE IA~EXTXNGS 

Issues 
Number of 
Comments 

BCCP financing concerns and Federal role 

Cumulative impacts of permit and intermediate acts 

Extent and configuration of BCCP preserve 

BCCP data and functional basics 

Protection of private propem rights 

Broad protection of biological resources 

Economic impactshenefits of BCCP 

Biologically sensitive preserve management 

EIS: evaluation and alternatives 

Impact on golden-cheeked warbler winter range 

TOTAL 39 
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- F. Other Required Actions 

Before a decision can be naae  regarding h e  issuance of a Pel?nit, the USFA-S must 
comply with the consultation requireaenrs sripulated in section 7 of the ESA. No other 
formal federal, state, or id permirr or a?piovais are rqui-ed prior to the decision by 
the USFWS. Funher pernits or mprovals may be required for activities outside the 
scope of this document. 



2. Alternatives 

Chapter Two 

ternatives I cluding the 
oposed Action 

This chapter denioes the major alternatives considered in drafting the BCCP and 
includes the information necessary to comply with the requirements of SO Code of 
Federal Regulations 17,22@)(l)(iii): "What alternative actions to such taking the 
applicant considered and the reasons such aiternatives are not propsed to be utilized.", 
Section A outlines the process used to formulate the alternatives. Section B outlines 
alternatives to the proposed acdon that were considered and ultimately eliminated from 
further consideration. Section C presents a description of each alternative considered ia 
detail, including the proposed action. The impacts and mitigation for each of these 
alternatives are compared in Section D. Finally, Secdon E identifies the alternative 
preferred by the USFWS. 

A. Process Used ta Formulate the 
Alternatives 

The BCCP is an attempt at balancing endangered species protection and economic 
development by establishing preserves that protect substantial punions of the remaining 
habitat of the species of concern. In return, regulatory requirements of the ESA would 
be met for portions of Travis County (the permit area). 

The proposed action, including mitigation measures and monitoring requh%ments, as well 
as several alternatives, were developed to meet project objectives, to answer issues raised 
by the public during the scoping process, to resolve USFWS concerns related to the 
issuance of a Permit, and to take advantage of existing opportunities to implement the 
plan (e.g. availability of land, public desire, etc.). 
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F. Other Required Actions 

k f o r e  a decision can be made regarding the issuance of a PeA?nit, the USm-S must 
co rnu l~  with the consultation requirements stipulated in wdon 7 of the ESA. No other - - 
formal federal, state, or  l d  permirs or approvals are rqui rsd  prior to the 
the USFWS. Further p e A d a  or zpprovds may be required for activities 
scope of this document. 

d ~ i s i o n  by 
outside the 



2. Alternatives 

Chapter Two 
I. ernatives I cluding the 

posed Action 

This chapter desdoes the major alternatives considered in drafting the BCCP and 
includes the infomadon necessary to comply with t9e requirements or' 50 Code of 
Federal Regulations 17.22(b)(l)(iii): "What alternative actions to such taking the 
applicant considered and the reasons such alternatives are not proposed to be utilized. ". 
Section A outlines the process used to formulate the alternatives. Section B outtines 
alternatives to the proposed action that were considered and u lha te ly  eliminated from 
further consideration. Section C presents a description of each alternative considered in 
detail, including the proposed action. The impacts and mitigation for each of these 
alternatives are compared in Section D. Finally, Section E identifies the alternative 
preferred by the USFWS . 

A. Process Used ta Formulate the 
Alternatives 

The BCCP is an attempt at balancing endangered species protection and economic 
development by establishing preserves that protect substantial pordons of the remaining 
habitat of the species of concern. In re&, regulatory requirements of the ESA would 
be met for portions of Travis County (the pennit area). 

The proposed action, including mitigation measures and monitoring requhbents, as well 
as w e d  alternatives, were developed to meet project objectives, to answer issues raised 
by the public during the scoping process, to resolve USFWS concerns dated to the 
bsuance of a Permit, and to take advantage of existing opportunities to implement the 
p h  (e.g. avaiIability of land, public desire, etc.). 



B. Alternatives Eliminated from Further 
Consideration 

Durins the development of the BCC?, xveA alternative proposals were considered. 
These alternatives received v q i q  leveis of consideration; however, only four were 
carried forward as being resonable or feasible. The range of aikrnatives is Limiteri by 
a rule of reason as provided for in the Council on Environmentd Quality (CEQ) Regula- 
tions, section 1502.14. Following are those alternatives that were eliminated from 
detailed consideration. 

1. USFWS Would Not Issue Any Section 10(a)(l)(B) 
Permits 

Under this alternative, protection of existing occupied endangered species habitat would 
occur through enforcement of secaon 9 of the ESA (i.e., the taking prohibition) by the 
federal agencies, through development and implementation of recovery plans by the 
USFWS and other parties, and through independent conservation actions of other 
organizations. Enforcement of the taking prohibition wouid occur through field 
Investigations, legal actions, and the section 7 consultation process triggered by the 
involvement of a federal agency (e.g., the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers proposes to 
authorize a pipeline crossing a stream or wetiand in occupied endangered species habitat). 

Occupied habitat and habitat necessary for the recovery of the species would be fully 
protected under the ESA. Unoccupied lands within the proposed action permit area that 
have a potential use as buffers or corridors would not be protected. This afternative 
poses potentially w e r e  adverse long-te,m impacts on the viability of the species and h e  
supporting ecosystems in the area. Those lands that contain any of the e e s  of 
concern would be protected but wouid likely be relatively isolated from each o h .  A 
network of fragmented occupied habitat that is not comprehensively designed or nianaged 
to function as a system would reduce the likelihood that the species of concern Todd 
survive in the local area. Comprehensive species management programs, such as 
cowbird management and systematic monitoring of species populations, may not be 
undertaken. 

Under this alternative, undeveloped land with habitat for endangered species would be 
relegated to a value based on its open space quality, not on any future development 
potentid. Thus, the adverse impacts on the local economy would be severe. 
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Additionally, this alternative would not protect the listed specks or work for their 
recovery. 

For these reasons, tLis alternative wzs not considered for further discussion. The impacts 
or' h s  alternative would be simiiar t the impacts asociareri with the no &on alternz- 
tive described below. 

2 .  Mitigation Outside Travis County 

Many alternatives for the preserve system were developed at various stages of the 
preserve design process. One alternative considered at an early stage in the plan 
development process was the acquisition of habitat (more than 150,000 acres) for the 
vireo and possibly the waxbler in a location far removed from the adverse impacts of 
urbanization and at a purchase price less expensive than land in western Travis County. 
La the winter of 1989-90, the USFWS was requested to consider this alternative so that 
the plan could proceed with certainty as to the fate of this option's review by the 
USFWS. For biological reasons that necessitate the protection of representati~e 
populations to preserve genetic diversity of each of the species of concern, the USFWS 
declined to consider this alternative. The USFWS determined that the only acceptable 
preserve alternative would be the protection of si,Mcant blocks of the remaining 
suitable habitat in the Austin metropolitan area, if signrficant amounts of deveiopm~t 
across the western part of the study area were to be allowed under a regional Permit. 
Thus, genetic characteristics carried by the populations of species native to this area 
would be preserved in the gene pool and available for exchange to adjaceat populations. 

3. Alternative Study AredPermit Area Boundaries 

In recommending the eographica.1 boundaries for implementation of tpe BCCl?, the 
Executive Committee and plan consultant team considered the potential habitat of the 
species to be protected, the anticipated future activities that might result h'iucidental Qke 
of the species, the political boundaries of local governments, the legal powers of those 
local governments both within and outside their boundaries, and the number of p h c i -  
paats and manageability of each geographicaI alternative considered. Two categories of 
boundaries wexe considered: the outer study area boundary and the boundaries of a 
somewhat smaller permit area that would be subject to habitat acquisition and 
management and to assessment of fees for habitat acquisition. 
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a. Alternative Study Area Boundaries 

The seiectd outer boundaries of the i n i d  BCCP study area hcluded zi.l of Travis 
County, southern Williamson County, sourheatern Burnet Counry, and those ponions 
of Hays and Bastrop counties u.idirn the five-mile exmte,?itorial jurisuicdon ETr) of the 
City of Austin. Five additionai specific &natives were consider& but eliminated from 
cietderl analysis during the course of plm development. They included the following: 
expansion to include most or ail of the counties cove,ing the r a g e  of the species of 
concern; a study area similar to the seiecrd alternative, but with a norrhen boundary 
extending only to Georgetown and along Highway 29; possible expansion of the study 
area northward to include more of Williamson County west of Georgetown: removal of 
the portion of Bunet County originally included in the study area; and expansion 
southward to include the Colorado River basin in norrhern Hays County. 

b. Alternative Permit Area Boundaries 

In considehg pennit area boundary alternatives, the objective was to have a clearly 
defrned BCCP permit area for the establishment of habitat preserves, areas subject to 
assessments for preserve acquisition, and other areas on which take would be permitted 
under the protection of the regional Permit. Four alternatives were considered for the 
establishment of focused permit areas within the BCCP study area. Three were 
eliminated from further consideration and the fourth was kiected as the proposed action 
alternative. The alternatives for permit area' designation are discussed below. 

f i e  first alternative permit area considered but eliminated from further discussion 
included a permit area larger than the 0rigmi.l BCCF study ara (discussed above) to 
encompass more of the cment  range of the biack-capped vireo, the golden-cheeked 
warbler, and the piants being studied. A perait'area larger than the current study area 
would Likely be difficult to manage administratively and financially, It would require 
defming a geographical area of at least six and possibly as many as thxty Texas counties. 
NO-existing regional institution covers the entirety of even the minimum s k ~ u n t y  
regional area, and limited community interest exists among the diverse rural a q i  & a .  
constituents of these larger regions. Therefore, an entity with authority to implement 
such a permit did not exist and a permit could not be issued. 

Furthennore, the preponderance of other governmental units within the range of the 
warbler and vireo probably would not desire to undertake the large-scale land acquisition 
and preserve management which is considered essential for establishment of a regional. 
conservation effort. The likely continuance and imminent threat of urbanization of 
habitat in metropolitan areas, such as Austin and San Antonio, and the need to provide 
absolute protection by acquisition of the most suitable remaining  habit^, d.stin@ 



metropolitan area  fiam other, more rud parts of the nesring range of these s p i e s .  
In all likelihood, there are oniv w o  or three urban areas with sufiicient amountr; of 
remaining contigous habitat fc: &e w a d e r  and v i m  to warrant consideration of an 
HCP that relies on acquisition or' preserves. ?he areas include the Cities or" Austin, San 
Antonio, and Canyon Lake-New Braunfels. The distance between these areas and their 
separation by ranching and other nonurban land uses would make a six- to thirrycounty 
BCCP difficult, if not impossible, to accomplish. 

The second alternative pennit area considered but eiirninated from further discussion 
defined the BCCP study area boundaries as the boundaries for the permit area. This area 
included Travis County and parts of Williamson, Hays, and Bumet counties. The 
findings of the BAT and the plan consultant team were that large portions of the study 
area contained no current habitat for the species that the BCCP proposes to protect. 
Specifically, the areas of Travis and Williamson counties east of Interstate Highway 35 
(XI-3.3, while inciuded in the study area, have proven to have essentially no documented 
habitat for the species under consideration. Landowners in these areas would benefit less 
directly from the plan than landowners in the area of extensive habitat. For these 
reasons, this geographic configmation was not recommended for the p d t  area. 

A third alternative permit area considered but eliminated from further discussion was I 

similar to the proposed action alternative but included the southern portion of Williamson 
County. This aitemative was considered at the request of the City of Georgetown and 
was subsequently eliminated at the request of the W i i s o n  County Commissioners 
Court. 

4. Privatized Alternative. 

The p* purpose of the privatized alternative is to refy on the private sector 
- (landowners, private citizens, and their enterprises) to accomplish the mis$ons mandated 

by the ESA with the intention of increasing the size of the preserve area @ a more cost- 
effective way. Under this alternative: 

- 

0 The proposed preserve system would be enlarged by 15 percent, strengthening its 
ecological quality; 

0 Landowner participation and cwperative interaction with s c i e ~ t i f i c - s p d ~  
wouid increase; 

8 The BCCP preserve area would be upgraded; and 



- 
B Preserve acquisition znd operadona1 costs would be lowered. 

The operations of the priva-uzeci alternative would be directed by a nonprofit public 
service foundation, rhe Balcones Canyonlands Foundation. T'e foundation and its 
trustees would be assisted by advisory teans. Consenation stewards such as the 
USFWS, Mexico's Pronatura. the Auaubon Society, the Texa  Parks a d  Wildlife 
Department, and the Nature Conservancy, a weil as l o d  resourc managers, would be 
enlisted to help manage presene land or auxiliary research sites. 

The privatized alternative was eliminated from detailed discussion in the EIS because 
proponents of this alternative have not identified a speciiic management or administration 
group nor provided additional data or mapping to effectively analyze the environmental 
impacts of such an alte,mtive. SpecirTcally, a graphic exhibit of the alternative's 
proposed preserve identifying a number of auxiliary preserve sites has yet to be 
produced; funding levels of the plan have not been provided; and management strategies 
have not been developed. 

ternatives Considered Including. the 
roposed Action 

Mt ernative I : The No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative assumes that no effort would be made to prepare a BCCP and 
that a regional Permit would not be pursued. This' scenario also indudes the possibility 
that the USFWS would deny the BCCP Pennit application. In either case, the landowner 
whose property encompasses a species or habitat protected under the ESA would have 
three alternatives for complying with the take prohibition of d o n  9 of the =&A. 

First, the landowner might elect not to develop, i.e., dear or build on the portion of the 
land supporting the species or modifies their project so that take would not cxax (e.g. 
poilution prevention devices to remove water quality threat to karst invertebrates), 
leaving the species undisturbed and the habitat intact, 

Second, under section lO(a)(l)(B) of the ESA, the landowner could devdop the land if 
the USFWS approves an individual habitat conservation plan for the pruperty and issues 
a Permit. To be approved, the HCP must provide assurance that the proposed incidental 
taking will not appreciably reduce the iikelihood of the survival and recovery of the 
species in the wild. In addition, an HCP must demonstrate that the landowner will 

2-6 
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minimize harm to the v i e s  or habitat and will mitigate such harm, to the greatest 
extent practicable. 

And third, if the landowner is the federal government or if a private deveioper proposes 
a project invohing federal government participation (e.:., through funding or a permit 
application), the invoived fede,al agency could complete consultation with h e  USFWS 
under section 7 of the EX. Examples of such actions would be funding provided by the 
Rural Eiectriiicacion Administration to provide electricity to a rurd home, or a pennit 
from the Corps of Ergghers to build a dam. During section 7 consultation. the fede,d 
agency must evaluate the project's environmental and biological impacts. The USFWS 
must concur that the project is not Likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 
endangered or threatened species in the wild. Lf a "no jeopardy" opinion is rendered, 
the ESA requires the federal agency to comply with any reaonable and prudent measures 
that the USFWS considers appropriate to minimize impacts. The measures reammended 
by the USFWS arc then normally made part of the conditions of the permit or funding 
agreement with the landowner. This action would increase the cost to the federal agency 
and thus to the applicant and other bxpayers. 

Because the burden of complying with the ESA s W  to individual landowners under the 
no action alternative, the probable result would be that many section lO(a)(l)(B) permits 
or, if applicable, section 7 consultations would be requested for actions by individual 

I 

landowners. 

., Protection of existing occupied endangered species habitat would occur b u g h  
enforcement of the taking prohibition (section 9 of the ESA) by the fed& qencies, 
through deveiopment and implementation of recovery plans by the USFWS and others 
and through independent conservation actions of other organizations. Enforcement of the 
tlking prohibition would occur through fi&d investigations, legal actions, the Permit 
process for private development, and the section 7 consuitation process triggered by tfie 

- involvement of a federal agency. .I 

a. Boundaries of the Pennit Area 

Although no formal boundary h e s  would be drawn, the area affected by the No Action 
Alternative would be the judsdictional boundaries of Travis County. However, within 
Travis County these boundaries would have no sipiicance for individual section 
lO(a)(l)(B) applicahons or section 7 consultations; the boundaries of concern for such 
actions would be those of the property owner or the proposed project. Nothing in this 
ahmtive requires or presupposes ihat project proponents seeldng or 
mnsultations would coordinate their project boundaries with each other's pmj- or - .  
with &ling presesve areas. 

- 



2 .  Alternatives 

- 
b. i\/lanagement Organization 

h w e  this. alternative reiies on the VSFWS to evaluate individual pedcs  and 
consultiitions in order to cornply with h e  ESA, no overall management organization 
wouie exist. Each project owner would negotiate the terms a d  conditions of a Pexmit 
or section 7 consultation inde~endenrly with the USFWS and would be responsible for 
irnpiernenting the agreed-upon mitigation accordingly. If on-site or oE-sire mitigation 
is re=-uired, a management entity would have to be c ie~~mined  for each site. If 
mitigation consists of paying a mitigation fee, no management is required. 

To the extent that krdinared oversight of habitat management and s p e c k  conservation 
occurs under this alternative, it wi l l  be through the efforts of k e  USFWS as it reviews 
various applications. The USFWS is charged with the statutory responsibility under 
section 10(a)(l)Q3) to ensure the survival and recovery of a listed species in the wild. 
Under section 7, the USFWS is required to consider whether the p r o p a d  project poses 
a jeopardy to the continued survival of the listed species in the wild. Such decisions 
necessarily consider the presence or absence of habitat lands for the p i e s .  Once the 
USFWS issues a Permit or completes section 7 consultation, the applicant must comply 
with the terms and conditions of the permit or authorization involved. Enforcement of 
ESA is through the law enforcement arm of the USFWS. 

c. finding Sources 

In the absence of a regional Permit, any proposed clearing or building within the habitat 
& an endangered species would require approval of an individual Permit appiicarion by 
the USFWS. Section lO(a)(l)(B) procedures make the project ownedapplicant 
responsible for funding both the application process and any mitigation required by the 
USFWS. 

Each Permit application r e q ~ e s  the applicant to prepare and fund an HCP, describing 
in detail the proposed methods for minimizing and mitigating impacts to the species of 
concern and the means by which the HCP would be financed and implemented. The 
section IO(a)(l)@) application process entails a financial commitment: Mt, for 
biological evaluation and other professional studies; second, for acquisition of appropriate 
off-site land to mitigate the impacts of incidental take ocnuring on-site; and third, for 
legal and administrative effort in preparing and submitting the HCP, complying with the 
requirements of National Envlronrnental Policy Act =A) procedutes, consulting with 
the USFWS, responding to their review and recommendations, and awaiting the issuance 
of the pennit. 



The time and resources required to prepare an individual section lO!a)(l)(-B) application 
and HCP are conside,abie. From initiation to h a 1  issuanw of a permit, h e  time period 
m g e s  from a minimum of two monrhs up to two years or even longer, depnding on the 
complexity of the proposed take. In California, where approximately 50 HCPs are under 
development, the cosrs associated with preparation of the HCP, prior to submittal of the 
permit application, are typicaily in the range of S100,000 to 5200,000 for individual 
projects. A Travis Counry economic study conducted in 1992 estimates the ESA 
compliance costs per project acre at $9,000, forecasted to grow zt the compounded rate 
of 4 percent per year to reflect inflation (Gau and Jarreg 1992). 

Each Permit application, whether for a public or private project, &mxives no guarante 
that the permit wi l l  be granted aiter the applicant p r d s  through a lengthy . . review 
process by the USFWS. Therefore, this risk becomes a factor in determmng whether 
individual applicants will underrake the expense of preparing HCPs and Pexmit 
applications, which wdl  affect the funding and, uidrnady, the locadon of preserved 
habitat. 

d. Incidental Take 

The USFWS would evaluate the proposed incidental take for each project it reviews and 
! 

would establish appropriate mirigation. However, it is impossibre to predict with any 
degree of accuracy the sum of the incidental take that will be sought or approved in 

// 
Travis County during the next 30 years.. Uncertainty about the amount of incidental take 
is heightened because development might occur anywhere in Travis County in the 
absence of a regional Permit that directs development away from established preserve 
areas. Therefore, the primary restriction on incidental take would be the biological 
judgment of the USFWS apptied on a case-by-case basis. 

Incidental take in the BCCP pennit area will be a function of the amount of land that is 
developed. Economic forecarters have estimated that approximately 3 1,550 acres of 
endangem species habitat will be developed as residential or c o m r n e r d  projects d ~ g  
the next 20 years ii the BCCP is not implemented (Gau and Jarrett 1992). In contrast, 
the BCCP initially expected development of 61,236 acres of single-famil$ projete with 
habitat over the same time span. However, subsequent analysis prujectd from 30,000 
to 60,000 acres would be developed over the life of the permit. 

Certainly there will be many cares in which no t&ce is involved in a proposed dm* 
ment and a permit is not needed. Several hundred landownen in the proposed BCCP 
permit area have already been informed that they do not appev to have habitat or my 
l3dihood of a take on their property. In many 0 t h  cases, however, the USWS w a  
still require biologicai information on the site, including species surveys during the spdng 



- nesting season if warbler or vireo habitat is involved, before concurring that no kke  of 
listed .spies wiU &ly occur. 

Based on the two estimates of future 
might occur if habitat occupied by 
developed. (Habitat acreage numbers 
for other species of concern.) 

growth in Travis County, the following impacts 
listed (threa~ned or endulgered) species were 
are not avadable for pecks likely to be Listed or 

Listed Species. The BCCP estimates the a x a g e s  of habitat for the Listed p i e s  located 
within Travis County as follows: 

Blackcapped vireo 2,000 acres 
Golden-cheeked warbler 44,068 acres 
Karst invertebrates 45,368 acres 

Some of these habitats overlap and management concerns may be in anrlict.  For 
example, some potential (not occupied) black-capped vireo habitat is occupied by golden- 
cheeked warblers. The habitat will likely be considered only warbler habitat. 

The No Action Alternative has the potential for piecemeal habitat preservation and result- 
ing habitat fragmentation. It is reasonable to assume that habitat loss would be at least 
as great as descrioed under the BCCP. Implementation of the proposed BCCP preserve 
system would allow the development of approximately 1,000 acres of black-capped vireo 
habitat, 71 percent of potential golden-cheeked warbler habitat, and 84.5 percent of 
potential karst invertebrate habitat. 

&heher Species of Concern. Approximateiy 87 species of caocem occur or have the 
potenrial to occur within Travis County. A detailed listing of these species is included 
in Chapter 3, Section A of this EIS. In addition to $e endangered and threatened spe~a 

idenrified above, several more have a high potential for future listing. The BCCP 
identifies sitas for these species as follows: 

- Bracted twistflower Eleven sites; undeknnined acreage 
Canyon rnock-orange Five sites; undetermined acreage 

i 

Texabama croton Numerous sites; undetermined a c r q e  : 

Eurycea salamanders 
Barton Springs One population at three sites 
Jolly-viUe Plateau Thirteen localities; six protected within BCCI? 

P-e 
Texas Undetermined number of localities; protected 

BCCP preserve 
Karst invertebrates Numerous areas: undetermined occupied aaeage 



The No Action Alternative poses potentially severe adverse long-term impacts on the 
viaoiLity of the species and the supponing ecosystems in the area. Those lands that 
would be preserved as a result o i  successful individual Permit actions would likeiy be 
relatively isolated from each other, thereby reducing their habitat value as a result of 
habitat fragmentation. A network of fragmented porential habitat that is not cornprehen- 
sively designed or managed to function as a system would reduce the likefiood that the 
species of concern wouid sunive in the local area. In addition, comprehensive species 
management programs, such as cowbird management and systematic monitoring of 
species populations, would not be undertaken. 

e. Preserve Design 

Without a regional Permit, Travis County landowners would be individually responsible 
to apply for their own Permits or to participate in section 7 consultations. As a result, 
development would be carried out through multi~le permits and consultation letters issued 
over time to various individd landowners. dnder the No Action Alternative, habirat 
protection would be focused on any habitat necessary for the recovery of the species. 
Unoccupied habitat within the proposed action permit area that has a potential for buffers 
or corridors would be unlike!.: to be protected because multiple permits would result in 
piecemeal habitat and spe.:es preservation, rather than coordinated preservation 
amording to a regional pian. The preserve design would be the result of the cumulative 
mitigation resulting from independent decisions on unrelated projects which may or may i 
not result in large block preserve units. 

Alternative 2: Regional Permit (Proposed Action) 

Under Alternative 2, the proposed action will allow incidental take of the federafly-fisted 
endangered species-black-capped vireo, golden-cheeked warbler, Tooth Cave 
pseudoscorpion, Tooth Cave spider, Tooth Cave ground beetie, Kretschrnarr Cave mold 
beetle, Bee Creek Cave harvestman, and Bone Cave harvestman-within the permit area 
mapped by the applicants in the BCCP (see Figure 2). The duration of t& P d t  is 30 
years, subject to the terms of the revocation or amendment processes described in this 
document or 50 CFli 13.28. This alternative is proposed by the pennit applicants while 
Altenoative 3 is the preferred alternative of the USFWS. 

This description contains the applicants habitat conservation plan and complies with the 
USWS aterpretation of the requirements of 50 CFR 17.22@)(l)(i): 'A complete 
descxiption of the activity sought to be authorized." 



2. Alternatives 

- a. Boundaries of the Permit Area 

The area covered by the Pe,mit encompasses ail of Travis County with the exclusion of 
projects and activities of nonparticipating municipalities, that portion of the BCNWR 
located within Travis County, and the ECCP preserve area as defined in the BCCP (see 
Figure 2). The nonpadcipadng municipalities include M e w a y ,  Briarcl.8, Lago Vista, 
Cedar Park, Leander, Jonexown, PflugeniUe, Manor, Sm Leama, Credmcxlr, Mustang 
Ridge, Rollingwood, West Lake Hills, Bee Cave and the portions of Basmop, Buda and 
Round Rock that lie within Travis County. However, individuals from these area wiil 
be allowed to participate in the reeional section 10(a) permit p r m s .  Additionally, the 
Southwest Travis County Water Dismct is not: a pardcipant in this permit. The permit 
area covers approximately 561,034 acres (see Figure 2). 

The BCNWR is a key element of the species recovery plans for the black-capped v i m  
and the golden-cheeked warbler. This proposed national wiidlife refuge includes about 
41,000 acres in Travis, Burnet and Williamson counties. Approximately 65 percent of 
this refuge will lie within the BCCP permit area; however, this refuge is not included in 
the BCCP Permit and no incidental take under this permit will be allowed within its 
boundaries. 

b. Implementing Roles of BCCP Permit Holders and USFWS 

The City of Austin and Travis County have jointly appLied for a 30-year regional Permit 
to allow incidental take of habitat in Travis county outside of the identified preserves and 
the proposed Balcones Canyonlands National WiIdLife Refuge. As potential permit 
holders, they have signed an Inter104 Agreement specifying the responsibilities of each 
agency, the conservation and mitigation measures. to be implemented, the monitoring and 
research procedures, and any other permit conditions that may be required. The BCCP 
participant. will create a Coordinating Committef: to provide policy oversight for 
implementing the interagency agreement. The Coordinating Committee will oversee all 
aspects of conseiation pianaing, coordination, and irnpiementation, while ceaain 
individual participating governmental entities wil l  cany out specific program eBrnents 
of the BCCP. 

G o v m e n ~  and non-profit entities may participate in the BCCIE) as Managing Partners. 
Mmaging Partners agree to provide land management of designated preserve lands to 
support the public benefits of the preserve system. Maria-ghg Partners wi l l  enter into 
formal agreements with the Permit Holders and manage preserve lands for the public and 
envimnmental benefit. Managing Partners mitigate for their capital alprovement projects 
through receiving credit for any of their land contributed to the preseme system (OK a 1: 1 
acreage basis). The mitigation value for such lands is non-transferable. 



City of Austin 

As a Permit Holder and Managing P~m,er,  the City of Austin will: 

a Enter into formal agreennents %ith other Pennit Holders and Managing Parmezs 
to assure success of the Plan ad to administer required p r o g m s  including the 
acquisirion and management or' h a  to complete the preserves. 

Maintain preserves in Barton Creek and South Lake Austin macrosites (subunits 
of preserve system) and other City lands contributed to or acquired for preserves. 

* Report on a timeiy basis to USFWS (to be specified in the terms of the pennit) 
on the status of development approvals and assessments. 

Travis County 

As a Pennit Holder and Managing Partner, Travis County wril: 

@ Enter into formai agreements with other Permit Holders and Mana,@ng Partners 
to assure success of the Plan and administer required programs including the 
acquisition and management of land to complete the preserves. 

@ Maintain current County parkland identified as preserves and other County lands 
acquired for preserves. 

Report on a timely basis to USFWS (to be specified in the terms of the permit) 
on status of deveiopment approvals, assessments, and sales of Participation 
Certificates within the regional Permit boundary. 

USFWS Department of the Interior 

The USFWS is the federal agency responsible for monitoring compliance with the 
conditions of the regional Permit. This plan proposes that the USFWS do the foflowing: 

@ Process individual Permit a~lications, including alternative review of mitigation 
requirements for landowners not wishing to utilize the simplified approach under 
the regional Permit. 

Purchase and maintain the Balcones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge. 



- 
Implement a smzd lot owner expedited process. 

@ en for^^ compliance of individual Permits outside the BCCP permit area. They 
are also responsible for ensuuring that individuals obtain approp~ak and sufficient 
mitigation as required under ti;:: Endangered Species Act. 

Administer the issuance and redernpaon of the Participation Certificates thiough 
a contractual arrangement wirh the perrnit holders. USFWS shall be obligated to 
sell Certificates meeting the conditions of the Permit. 

Implementation of the BCCP will not relieve federal agencies of their responsibjlities 
under the ESA; &tion 7 consultation could still be required for those projects that 
involve a federk action. Measures ta minimize the effects of Lhe take recommended as 
a result of such section 7 consultations shall be consistent with the mitigation proposed 
in the BCCP. If the actions proposed under Section 7 compiy wirh the requirements 
under the BCCP, no additional mitigation would be needed. 

c. Incidental Take 

The potential take for each of the federally-listed wildlife species within the permit area 
that would occur with the issuance of the Pennit and from implementation of the BCCP 
is summarized below. This sstion compiies with the USFWS interpretation of the 
requirements of 50 CFR 17.22@)(1)(i): 'The common and sciendfc names of the 
species sought to be covered by the permit, as well as the number, age, and sex of such 
species if known." The sex, age, and number of individuals will  not be known because 
of .the type of impacts anticipated and the use of habitats as an indicator of spedes. 

Federally-listed (Threatened or Endangered). Species 

Black-cupped Vireo. The black-capped vireo (Vireo m'capiiiw) is a s m d ,  neotropicd 
migratory passerine bird (9-10 grams and 11-12 centimeters) occurring in mixed 
deciduoudwergreen '&rubland. Breeding vireos use shrubby growth of irregular height 
and distribution with spaces between the small thickets and clumps and with vegetative 
cover extending to ground level. Habitat losses are occurring through development, 
overbrowsing, and suppression and alteration of n a W  disturbance regirnjmes. Cowbird 
nest parasitism has drastically reduced vireo reproduction in many areas. In T e w ,  &ere 
may be up to 1,500 breeding pairs of vireos s t 3  present in a number of localities. 
Travis County has an estimated population of fewer than 1 0  individual birds (USFWS 

Of the approximately 250,000 acres in western Travis County, about 2,000 acres are 
occupied by the black-capped vireo. Eastern Travis County does not support any black- 



- 
capped vireo populations. Approximately 10 individual vireos wiil be subject to take 
through the loss of approximately 1,000 acres of habitat under h e  proposed BCCP 
permit. The Biologicd Resources secGons of this EfS discuss in detail the acreages of 
occupied vireo-habitat t5at ;re prowred and unprotecVd in the peAmit area. 

The minimum size of a viable black-capped vireo metapopuladon is estimated to be at 
least 500 to 1,000 effecively breeding pairs. AIthougn annual totds have been difficult 
to compare due to varying observer coverage, during the period of i989-1992 there were 
approximately 28 to 59 pairs of vireos known in the BCCP permit area, with a general 
(and in some cases precipitous) deche  indicated at most colonies. The BCCP preserve 
will exist in a regional context of habitat preserves. Although the BCCP encompasses 
occupied and potential vireo habitat, implementation of the BCCP done may not support 
a viable metapopulation. 

Gotden-cheeked Warbler. The golden-cheeked warbler (Dendroica chrysopan'a) is a 
smail, neotropical migratory passerine bird (approximately 9-10 grams and 15 
centimeters in length) that breeds only in the mixed evergreendeciduous woodlands of 
central Texas and winters in the highland pine+& w d a n d s  of southern Mexico and 
northern Central America. Human activities have eliminated much warbler habitat within 
parts of the warbler's range that existed as recently as 30 years ago. Recent surveys 
suggest that the rate of habitat loss is acceierating as suburban developments spread into 
the largest remaining blocks of w&ler$abitat along the Baicones Escarpment, e@y 
in the growth corridor from Austin to San Antonio (USFWS 19925). 

Travis County contains more potential consolidated golden-cheeked warbler habitat, as 
determined by satellite imagery, than any other Texas county (44,068 acres). Ercludbg 
the BCNWR acreage, approximately 37,839 acres of potential goiden-cheeked warbles 
habitat exists in the BCCP permit area. However, golden-chelred warbler habitat. is 
more fra,mented in the western portion of the pennit area. A broad zone of habitat 
extends from north of Highway 71 in the Barton Springs watershed, northwestward along 
the Colorado River, and dissipates in the vicinity of the Burnet County line in the Post 
Oak Ridge area. The greatest concentration of higfiquality, consolidated warbler habitat 
is found within the Cypress Creek, North Lake Austin, and Bull Creek macrosites, which 
are north of Lake Austin and just west of the City of Austin. 

The BCCf) estimates that up to 26,753 acres of potential golden-cheeked warbler a m ,  
as identified by satellite imagery, 71 percent of the warbler's habitat within the pennit 
area, wi. be subject t~ loss upon issuance of the requested Permit. Based on a ratio of 
15 to 30 pairs of warblers per 250 acres, this lost habitat could mult in the inddental 
take of from 1,605 to 3,210 pairs of warblers. 



- The estimated minimum effective size of a viable golden-ch&d warbler population is 
at l a t  500 to 1,000 breediris pairs. Approximateiy 5,500 acres of identified warbler 
habint exist in the 4 1,000-acre BCFKR acquisition area. At a density of 15 to 30 pairs 
F r  250 acres, 5,500 .acres of habitat could contain 330 to 660 pairs. 

The recommended BCCP preserve acquisition aru conrains a totd of 13,969 acres oi 
potential warbler habitat. Eowever, some of this total is probably unoccupied by the 
warbler, because of the effects of urbanization and patch size on habitat occupancy. As 
of July 1995, 5,489 acres of the total potential habitat has been acquired. Assuming that 
the BCCP acquires 66 percent of the a yet unacquired 8,480 acres, there would be about 
11,086 acres of potential warbier habitat in the BCCP preserves. Thus. 665 to 1,330 
pairs is an upper bound on the number of pairs of warblers in the preserves because of 
the probability that not all potential habitat will be occupied in the urbanizing west Travis 
County setting. 

At least two golden-cheeked warbler populations should be protected within the Travis 
County area, betause of the probability that a catastrophe such as wildfire could 
completely destroy one population. If some warbler populations are not viable over the 
long term, the amount of occupied habitat may eventually be greatly reduced from what 
is initially included in the presemes. At that point, the populations could be vulnerable 
to catastrophes. The recommendation to establish two warbler populations is not possible 
within the BCCP permit area alone. However, the BCNWR represents a significant 
warbler population in proximity to the BCCP permit am, yet sufFicientiy sepmted to 
provide substantial protecrion against catastrophes. Approximateiy 5,500 acres of 
identified warbler habitat exist in tbe 41,000-acre BCNWR acquisition area. This issue 
is discussed in more detail in the Biological Resources sections of this EIS. 

Listed %rst invettebmtes. Six species of karst &vertebrates located in Travis County 
are listed as endangered: Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion (Tmarocreagrir t e r m ) ,  Twrh 
(2.e spider (Neoiepmra myopica), Tooth Cave gmund beetle (Khadim persephone), 
Kretschan: Cave mold beetle (Te.ramaurops reddello, Bet: Creek Cave h m t m  
(Taella reddelli) , and Bone Cave harvestman (Texella reyesz] . These species, inhabit 
karst topography characterized by numerous subtenmean features, inciuding caves, 
sinkholes, and fissures, formed by the dissolution of the bedrock in subsurface stnkns 
and passages. 

Of the 45,368 acres of potential karst invertebrate habitat occurring in the permit area, 
approximately 38,349 acres wiu be unprotected by the proposed BCCP. Of the 39 
federally-listed karst invertebrate localities currentiy known in the permit area, 35 
localities will be protected by the BCCP or other Permits. This issue is discussed 
more detail in the Biological Resources sections of this EIS. The following parag;laphs 



discuss each endangered anhropod in turn, stating what known localities the preserves 
will protect and how these iocaiities wiil be protecd. 

TOOTH CAVE PSE'LWCOUION. Both confinned l d t i e s  of this species (Amber and 
Tooth caves) and one probable Iocxdity (Kretschrnarr Coukie Pit) will be protected in the 
Four Points cave cluster. Sufficient hydrogeological studies have been done in the Four 
Points cave cluster to permit acquisition to begin imrnediateiy. Two additional probable 
localities for this qecies (h4.W.A. Cave and Stovepipe Cave) are rwmnended for 
protection or have been p ro tmd  through preserve acquisirion as a cave cluster preserve 
(more than two caves) or an individual cave preserve. 

TWTH CAVE SPIDER. This species is known from only Tooth and New Comanche Trail 
caves. Tooth Cave will be protected in the Four Points cave cluster. New Comanche 
Trail Cave Lies widrin the boundaries of a proposed bird preserve. This species is 
believed to occur in GaVifer Cave and Stovepipe Cave. GaUifer Cave is in the Four 
Points Cave cluster. Stovepipe Cave is protected in an individual cave preserve. 

TOOTH CAVE GROW BEETLE. Four of the 13 known localities of this species 
(Kretschrnarr, North Root, Root, and Tooth caves) and one probable locality (Gallifer 
Cave and Kretschmarr Double Pit) are in the Four Points ciuster, where aupisition can 
begin immediately. Broken Arrow Cave and Rolling Rock Cave (known localities) and 
Spider Cave @robable locality) are in proposed bird artzs. Stovepipe Cave is protected 
in an individual cave preseme. ~ i ~ ~ g i d  Cave, JoUyvilTe Plateau Cave, Disbelievers 
Cave, and M.W.A. Cave will be protected in a cave cluster preserve. Puzzle fits Cave 
is not recommended for protection, 

~ T S C H M A R R  CAVE MOLD B E m .  This Species is known from only four bdities, 
three of which wi l l  be protected in the  our Points cave cluster (Amber, Kretschman, 
and Tooth caves). Stovqipe Cave will be protect& with an individual prejene. This 
species prObably occurs in Japygic Cave and M.W.A. Cave which will be protected in 
an individual preserve. 

BEE CREEK CAM! HARVESTMAN. speci.es is known b r n  four lecaliiies and is 
probable in three other sites, Jester Estates Cave is near h l e r  habitat and some 
acreage has been set aside by the owner. Cave Y, a probable location, bas been acquired 
by the City of Austin along with John Jest Cave and Little Bee Creek Cave. The BCCP 
will assist the owners of Bandit and Bee Cr& caves in protecting these caves. The Bee 
Creek Cave harvestman arobably also occurs in Kretschrnan: Double Pit, which is 
recommended for acquisition as part of the Four Points cave cluster. 
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ZONE CAVE RARVESTMAN. This is the mosr widely distributed of any or' the e;lldangered 
k i o p d s  encompassed by the BCCP, being known kern 19 caves and probable in two 
caves in the permit area. Three localities (Gallifer, Root, and Tooth caves) are in the 
Four Points cave cluster, whicn is proposed for acquisition. Three caves (JollyviLZe 
Plateau, M.W.A., and Eiluvid) are in the Four Points area and wiil be p r o w T d  within 
an individual preserve. An additional six caves are in the McNeil and Northwood 
clusters (Cold, Fossii Garden, Hole-in-the-Road, McNeil Bat, No Rent, and Weldon 
caves). Two caves are owned by the City of Austin and wiil be managed for protection 
of the karst community (Cotterell and Fossil caves). Three known hxalities are in 
preserve acquisition areas (Beard Ranch Cave, McDonald Cave, and New Comanche 
Trail Cave). Two probable localities are aiso recommended for protection: Spider Cave 
(acquisition) and Stovepipe Cave (individual preserve). Beer Bottle Cave, West Rim 
Cave and Millipede Cave are not recommended for protection. 

Other Species of Concern 

The proposed action of this EIS is the issuance of a Permit for the incidental take of eight 
federally-listed species found in Travis County. "Federally-listed" or "listedn indicates 
that a species has b m  the subject of a proposed and final rule or regulation published 
in the Federal Regisrer. 

"Proposed" endangered and threatened species are those species for which a proposed 
regulation has been published in the Federal 'Register, but not a hnal rule. "Candidatew 
+pecks are taxa the USFWS is considenhg for Listing as endangered or threatened 
species. These species, however, have yet to be the subject of a proposed rule. The 
USFWS periodically publishes a notice of review in the Federal lilegber listing the 
cunent candidate species. Collectively, the listed species and species with the potentiat 
to be listed are referred b as "species of concern." 

Pfants. Of the dght plant species considered for inciusion in the Pennit, duee 
initidly designad as primary species of concern. These included tk Bracted 
twisaower, Texas amorpha, and canyon mock-orange. Texas amorpha was cjmpped 
h m  the list of p m  spedes of concern by the BCCP Executive  omm miner in h ~ a r y  
of 1990 because it was found to be locally common, but it is cmmitLy indudkd in 
preserve planning as a secondary species of concern, subject to furtfier review P C B  
Phase I application). A new variation of a rare species of mton was discovered both 
in the Post Oak Ridge area and at Fort Hood, near gillefm, Texas, during 1989. This 
species of mton (Croron alabmnensis) was previonsly known from only 10 Iocalittia in 
Alabama. Ginzbarg, 1992, described the Texas populations as Croton alabm71sh 
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faensis, and it was then elevsted to Federal Category 2 review status (Ginzbarg 1992). 
These primary and potential primary v i e s  of concern are discussed in greater detail 
in Chapter 3 of this ES. 

Of the remaining three sensitive plant species found wirkin the BCCP permit area, 
Correil's false dragon-head (Physosregia correIZr] is subjea to further review, because 
only a historical locality is h o r n .  HeUar's marbleseed (Omsmodiwn hellen) and 
Buckley tridens (Tn'dens buckleyanur) are not federally-listed C1, C2, threatened, or 
endangered plants. 

BEIACTED TwIsrn~wm. Nine sites for bracted twistflower have been reprted from the 
BCCP permit area (McNeal.1989; Texas Natural Heritage Program (TNHF) data (1989); 
City of Austin files). Five of the locations are in the Bufl Creek macrosite, three are in 
the West Austin macmsite, and one is in the Elaton C m k  macrosite. The recommended 
preserve system will protect the Bee Creek Nature Preserve and Mt. Bornell populations, 
which are already owned by the City of Austin. The Barton Creek population is partly 
on City property, and the Barton Creek Greenbelt is recommended to be expanded to 
provide additional protection for this population. Four populations in the Bull Creek 
macrosite and a fifth population on Vdburn Drive are not inciuded for protection by the 
BCCP. 

No fuaha acquisitions are proposed to protect [hi remaining five to six populations. AU 
are on private lands. At least three of these latter populations are directly threatened by 
development. The site on Valburn Drive may have been a h d y  lost. Protection of 
these three populations would require immediate additional land acquisitions, which are 
presently precfuded by funding limitations. 

Bractgi hvistflower ir an annual and subject to year-@year variation in population size 
and appearance of the population. Some populations may not be visible each year. 
Thdon: , -  uncestainty exists regarding the exact distribution, abundance, and 
preservation needs of the species. So little is known about its biology Wit is uncertain 
whether the proposed. presmes are large eoough to protect the species.over the long 
tom. Until fkther research is done on bracted twistnower life hismry, th& wilI  remain 
considerable u n d t y  about the extinction probabilities of the bracted twistflower 
populations that. the B C B  would protect, 

CANYON MocK-ORANGE. The BCtX will protect all of the known populations of the 
canyon mockaange (Phifadelplus ernestk] witfiin the preserves. Some loss of pfe~enrly 
unknown populations may occur. The West Bull Creek canyon mock-orange population 
is suffi~f%tiy large that, year-to-year fluctuations in population size are to cause 
its extinction. It will be protected through acquisition and voluntary 
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managenent by landowners. The Bows Hollow canyon mmk-orange population is in 
the South Lake Austin acquisition area and is in good warbler habitat. The tkird 
popuiation, at H d t o n  Pool Preserve, is already protected. 

Eurycea Sallamanders. Recent stuciies of end Texas Errrycea salamanders indicate 
that three species occur in the BCCP pe,mit arm: one at Barton Springs (the Barton 
Springs salamander), a second nonheasr of the Colorado River (the JolLyville 
salammder), and a third southwest of the Colorado River (the Te.w salamander), 
Furrher study is pending and wiU determine the level of protection necessary for these 
salamanders. 

Generally, the Eurycea damanders occuning in the BCCY permit area are approxi- 
mately two to four inches (five to ten centimetm) long. They have slender bodies with 
short, sturdy legs and narrowly finned taiIs which are about the same len,gh as the body. 
The kont feet have four toes and back feet have five toes. Eurycea salamanders possess 
long, well-developed external a s .  While the Barton Springs salamander has poorly 
developed eyes, the JollycnLle and Texas saiamandexs have wefl-developed eyes. 

BARTON SPRINGS SAI-~UIANDER. An acceptable method to evaluate incidental take of the 
Barton Springs salamander would be by measuring the degradation of water quality 
andor decline in water quantity of their habitat. There are no thresholds established at 
this time in either of these parameters to iden@ the p i n t  which this occurs; however, 
maintenance of at least current conditions i; recommended. Only one population has 
been obsesved. Although it has been seen at three physically separated aquifer discharge 
points (Barton Spnhgs proper, ELiza Springs, and Sunken Garden Springs), these 
1oc;uions have some degree of hydrological connection and should not be considered 
separate localities of occurrence. All three sites are within a public park and will be 
protected. Preserving a viable population would entail the immediate effort of 
minimizing loss ofindividuals in the observable population in the pool area and the more 
strategic effort of maintaining the water quality and quantity of the aquifer that supports 
the salamander. a 

IOILWLLLE SALAMANDER. Seven of the 13 ~ l l ~ ~ e n t i y  hown localities for the ~ d ~ ~ v i ~ e  
salamaoder are either within pubiic parks @a.lcones Community Park, Stillhouse Hollow, 
meless Spdng, and Banow Preserve), private preserves fl~i~.vis Audubon Sanctuary and 

springs), or a recently acquired preserve (Bull Creek Spring). An additional thee 
localities are proposed for protection, either t.&mugh acquisition or easement, within the 
Bull Cmzk macrosite. Three known localities (Canyon Vista Springs, 1;Zretschman 
Salamander Cave, and Anderson Mill Road Spring) and two historical hdities 
(McDonald Well Spring and Jack Dies Ranch Spxing) are outside of the psqposd 
acquisition areas. Canyon Vista Springs and Kre~chman Salamander Cave are within 



conservation or drainage wernents and are afforded some level of prowtion from direct 
physical irn~acts. Only Anderson Mill Road Spring and Jack Dies Ranch Spring are 
outside of the protection to be offered by the preserve system or conservation easements. 

Potential habitat degradation due to deveio~rnent in the recharge zones of the springs 
harboring this salamander poses a degree of risk that is difficult to assess. A sibanlficant 
majority (75-100 percent) of the recharge zones for 9 of the 13 known locaiities are 
platted for development and 4 of these are substantially built out alteady. rlny spring 
location where the recharge zone becomes substantially urbanized is at risk of local 
extirpation from water quality dewciation or catastrophic pollution event due to the small 
size of recharge zones, proximity of salamander population to pollution source, and lack 
of substantial buffering ability in small-scale aquifer systems. 

TEXAS SALAMANDEIZ. Populations of the Texas salamander have recently been 
discovered in springs dong the Pedernales River, south of the Colorado River. NO 
population counts or estimates are available for these sites. At the present time, none 
of the known populations of the Texas salamander are proposed to be taken. 

Invertebrcrtes. Forty-seven species of concern are found in the BCCP permit area. Of 
these, 43 are representatives of the phylum Arthopoda, and the remaining 4 art= snails 
from the phylum Mollusca Six of the arthropods are federally-listed as endangered and 
included as primary species of concern in the BCCP (see discussion of the taxonomic 
notes of TexelIa in Chapter 3 of this'ETS). The federaily-listed invertebrate species of 
concern are discussed above. 

Of the remaining invertebrate species, eleven arthropods will be among those subject to 
future review. These species all occur in 6n.i~ one to a few caves, or localitie~, and most 
are considered extremely local. Four aqktic molluscs that occur in Barton Springs 
afso be subject to further review. 

- fib, Four species have the potendal of o c c ' a g  in the permit area but yere not found. 
TWO minnows, the d e y e  and sharpnose shiners, of the genus Nonopis were not found 
in the study area. These are probably bait bucket introductions and are hdndemic to the 
Brazos River. A third species, the Guadalupe bass (Mimpterus treculrl, may no longer 
exist as a, distinct genetic entity in the study area due to hybridbiion with o ~ ~ U  
bass. The bIue s u c k  (c)tcleprus elongonrr) is a.feddy--listed CL species inhabiting 
the mainstem of the Colorado River. This spedes has faced serious ded.i& ~~t 
years due to the construction of large dams, which block natural mi&ration routes,used 
by the species (Lee et al, 1980). 
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Repriles and Amphibians. Nine species of concern have the potential or' occunhg in the 
permit area, including the t ! ! ~  Eurycea salamande:~ discussed zbove. The other six are 
repdies Fncluding two tudes, two snakes, a iizard, and the American alligator. The 
Texas homed Zizard (Phrynosoma curnuurn), is a federaily4esigna~ C7, that 
inhabits flat, open terrain nlth sparse vegetation in sandy, ,ga~eily, or loamy soils. In 
Travis County, the Texas horned Lizard is a very locai resident of the oak-juniper uplands 
and old field areas. The homed Lizards as a group have expeienced sharp population 
declines throughout much of their range, althouen - this phenomenon is not weil 
understood . 
The other species have substantial and important portions of their range occurring outside 
of or habitat for the species generally does not occur in the permit area. 

Bids. Twenty- six avian species of concern have the potential to occur in the BCCP 
permit area. Of these, two federally-listed endangered species are included in the permit 
appiication: the goiden-cheeked warbler and the black-capped v i m .  

The piping plover (Charadn'us mlodus) is federally-listed as  b r e n e d  and a rare 
migrant to the permit area. Most Texas specimens documented by Oberholser (1974) 
were from coastal counties from Chambers to Cameron. Only one fBU sighting hi been 
documented in Travis County. The arctic and American peregrine falcons (Fako 
peregrinus nurdrius and F. p. ananun, respectively) are considered uncommon migrants 
to this area Wmter and summer sightin& are documented for Travis County, but no 

\nesting activity has been recorded (Oberhok  1974). The bald eagle (Halirreem 
kucocephdus) is federally-listed as threatened and considered a rare transient to western 
Txavis County. Although the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department conducts annual bald 
eagfe surveys throughout the state, no birds are documented in Travis County from these 
suveys; however, winteAing birds are consistently observed on Lake Buchanan, the 
northernmost lakeof the Highland M e s  system, which includes Fake Travis, and the 
possibility exists that individual birds may briefly occur withkt the BCCP @t area. 
Also, sucxessful nesting has been documented in nearby Bastrop County since 1984. 

The remaining 21 bird species of concern have no biologically 
b&g or wintering) in the BCCI! area. These species are 
migrants. 

ilfhnds. There are no mammal species of concern found 
permit area. 

significant habik (i.e., 
either vagrants or rare 

in the proposed BCCI? 



d. Habitat Preserve 

This. section fulfiLls the requirements of SO CFR 17,22)b)(l)(iii): 'What steps the 
applicant will take to monitor, rnhimize, and mitigate such impacts , . . ," 
The primary mitigadon proposed in the BCCP for the incidental take of listed species 
@lacka?ped vireo, goiden-chekd warbler, and the six karst invertebrates) and their 
habitats focuses on the establishment of a preserve system. The proposed preserve would 
also include habitat for species with the potential to be listed (canyon rnock-omge, 
Texabama croton, and 25 karst species of concern). In the event of the future listing of 
these species, the proposed BCCP preserve system would be considered by the USFWS 
to be adequate mitigation for any incidental take of these species, b h g  the discovery 
of signrficant, new biological informarion. V W y  all of the habitat for these species 
within the permit area is located in western Travis County. Therefore, within western 
Travis County, a preserve system is being recommended that will maximize preservation 
and minimize take. 

For the purposes of establishing a preserve system in Tnvis County, the western portion 
of the county was divided into 10 piimary units known as macrosites: Each macrosite 
ranges in size korn 400 acres to greater than 9,000 acres. Figure 3 shows the location 
of each of the 10 macrosites. Each macrosite was assessed to determine its relative 
overall priority a s  high, medium, or, low in terms of long-term viability and long-term 
habitat quality. Considerations taken into account in making this assessment included 
distribution and o c c m c e  of species of concern; presence of potentially important karst- 
f o d g  strata; presence, size, and configuration of potential preserve land; ;potentid 
long-term viability of the potential preserve area; and quality of the habitat that could be 
expected with long-term management. R-eiative piority in tenns of species-by-species 
habitat quality was not assessed. DetaiIs for each macrosite are incfuded in Chapter 3, 
Section A of this EIS. 

Preseme Acquisition Guidelines and Strategy a 

The lecommmded preserve system consists of a number of large, closely m e  
units, which include the major remaining blocks of habitat of the golden-cfieeked 
and black-capped vireo, and additional smaller preserve units for the other species of 
concern. The preserve system occurs within a broad interrupted band of b a b h t . w w  
exknds from western Austin, northwestward t~ward the pmposed Balcones myonlands 
National Wildlife M g e .  The primary gaps within the recommended preserve F m  
are due to the occurrence of centers of existing urban development such as West 
Hius, Lakeway, Lago Vista, Cedar Park, and Jonestown, as well as large bl- of real - 
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estate that were not considered appropriate or mnomically fmible as part of a preserve 
system owing to ongoing suburban development. 

Key Macrodes. As much preserve acreage as possible should be located within the 
rnacrosites that are considered essential to the success of the BCCP: Cypress Creek, Bull 
Creek, South Lake Austin, and N o h  Lake Austin macrosites ( s e  Figure 3). 

Three other preserve units, the West Austin, Pedernales, and Barton Creek rnacrosites, 
are also recommended as part of the BCCP preserve system; however, they are not 
considered as great a priority for the protection of warbler and vireo popuiations in the 
BCCP permit area. The configuration of each preserve unit, nonetheless, must meet or 
surpass the minimum preserve design standards, include the greatest amount of habitat 
for species of concern that is possible, and minimize the effects of habitat fragmentation 
and development inholdings to the greatest extent practicable, given existing biological 
and economic constraints. 

The recommended preserve syskm is shown in Figure 4. It indudes two categories of 
lands: (1) acres already acquired by the pennit applicants; and (2) preserve acres 
available for future acquisition (of which there are more acres than are projected to be 
acquired). Table 3 summarizes the preserve acreage acquired and proposed for 
acquisition as of July, 1995. The minimum acceptable size of the final preserve system 
is 30,428 acres, of which 20,488 acres have already been acquired. The remaining 
9,980 acres will be acquired through vadous methods of financing explained below under 
BCCE] Funding. In order to reduce the effects of edge, fhgmentation, and inholdings, 
the preserve acquisition sttategy will block together the greatest amount of warbler 
habitat possible, induding intervening undeveloped lands, while focusing on maintaining 
preserve contiguity. This strategy should be carried out paniculariy in the Cypress 
Creek, Bull Creek, and North Lake Austin mamsites, in areas of occupied warbler 
habitat. 

~ladk-capped V m  Eabitat. A useful category of lands recognized here for the pruposes 
of analyzing and planning the preserve design is that of uptentiat vireo management 
areas." These areas constitute a much larger area than occupied vireo habitat. They 
shim a set of requisite geologic substrate, dope, and vegetational characteristics in 
common with actual occupied vireo habitatin the BCCP area. However, at pnkent, they 
lack the appropriate spwific vegetative composition, structure, or age to be aMactive to 
vireos. Their vaiue for planning purposes is that they constitute the acreage most W y  
to be successful for management into suitabIe vireo Mitat. Tn discussions of the 
preserve design and the viability analysis of the pmposed preserves, reference is made 
to acreages of these potential vireo management areas. These should not be confused 
with suitable or actual (e.g., extant, occupied) vireo habitat. 
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TABLE 3 
PRESERVE ACREAGE SUMMARY 

(July 1995) 

City of Austin Owned Travis Other Acres Acres Target 
Previously Newly Water & LCRA County Institutional Acquired to bt: Preserve 

Macrosite Owned Acquired Wastewater Owned Owned ChKned to Date Acqi~irtA Size 
Bull Creek 29 1 1,3 12 138 0 0 870 2'61 1 3,027 5,638 
Cypress Creek 0 494 0 2,688 64 940 4,172 3,939 8,111 
South Lake Austin 115 3,011 0 0 0 147 3,273 1,218 4,49 1 
North Lake Austin 950 2,647 0 0 0 160 3,757 1,360 5,117 
Barton Creek 853 799 0 0 0 4,282 5,894 436 6,330 

West Austin 215 0 40 0 227 0 482 0 4 82 
PeJernales River 0 0 0 29 232 0 259 0 259 

Lake Travis 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Devil's Hollow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total, all 

macrosites* 2,384 8,263 178 2,717 525 6,399 20,488 9,980 30,428 

*See important notes below regarding mbtotals and grand totals. 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

Assumea that certain lands deriyg h m  section lO(a)(l)(B) permits or section 7 consultations may be counted towards BCCP target& pc-serve totals. 
This assumption holds true where preserve lands acquired through these other permits were selected out of the proposed BCCP preserve area subsequent to 
its initial publication (i.e., by K S B U  and E H U  in their BCCP "Final Draft, February 1992"). 

Assumea partial inclusion of eelec@d City of Austin parklands and other tracts. Sea plan documents for details. 
, 

Assumes that mitigation acres needed to offset losses from fiitura take of habitat in proposed infrastructure corridors adjacent to or througii the pmscrveu 
,has been accounted for by new acquisitions d the proposed hture acquisitions. 
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Golden-cheeked Warbler Habitat. The ideal outcome of preserve acquisition would be 
a preserve system that approximates or exceeds the recommended preserve system 
represented in Figure 4. Because this may not be possible, given economic constraints, 
acquisition to incx& protection for the warbler should be a priority in the BuU Creek 
macrosite. Additional preserve acquisition will focus on secuing waxbler habitat in 
adjacent macrosites in a farhion that maintains proximity to the Bull Creek macrosire and 
contiguity of the overall preserve system to the greatest extent possible. Also, acquisition 
of warbler habitat in the Cypress Creek macrwite wiU be conducted to ninimi2x: the 
distance between warbler ppulations there and those secured in the BCNWR to the 
northwest. SpecScally, acquisition of occupied habitat and associated land with restora- 
tion potential at the northwestern extent of the potential Cypzess Creek preserve unit will 
be a priority. 

gLUst Preserves. The proposed karst preserves encompass important caves and cave 
ciusters distributed over the extent of potential barst habitat, based on a strategy to 
protect the fedederally-listed cave invertebrates as well as a longer list of rare and local 
spedes that my be listed in the future. Karst preserves will be appropriate in size and 
configuration in order for the species in the preserve to be covered by the permit, To 
be considered 'protected," a karst fauna area must contain a large enough expanse of 
continuous karst and surface area to maintain the integrity of the karst ecosystem on 
wbich each species depends. The size and configuration of each karst fauna area must 
be adequate to maintain moist, humid conditions, air flow, and stable temperatures in the 
@-filled voids; maintain an adequate nutdent supply; prevent conamination of surfafe 
b d  groundwater entering the msystem; prevent or control the ininvasion of exotic 
sped-, such as fire ants; and allow for movement of the karst Eluna and nu&nts 
thmugh the interstitiurn between karst features. In most instances, this will entail 
protecting the entire surface and sub-surface drainage area of eacb cave and enough of 
the surface vegetation community to support small animals and buffer against fire ant 
infestations that can diminate native ant populations. In absence of detailed hydrological 
studies for use in delineating cave presexve boundaries, land delineated by the contour 
interval representing the bottom of the cave should be targeted for preservation. Detailed 
information about caves recommended for protection under the BCCP may be found in 
Chapter 4, Section A of this EJS. 

Minimu Preserve Design SpeciFications 

Mhimum preserve design SPeclfTcations are intended to provide guidelines for  the 
d o n  of a preserve system that would limit further £ragmentation of habitat for the 
species of concern in the BCCP study area. The p r a a v e  design spedfications are 
measurable characteristics such as size, width, ratio of the preswe edge to the m m d .  



area, and distance between preserves. Each macrosite was assessed to deternine its 
reiative priority as high, medium, or low. Considerations in this assessment included the 
distribution and occurrence of species of concern; presence of potenmy important karst 
habitat; presence, size, md configuration of potential preserve land; potential long-term 
viability of the potential preserve area; and quality of the Mitat  that could be expected 
with long-term management. The minimum specifications for each preserve unit are 
discussed in the Macrosite Descriptions section of Chapter 3. 

The preserve design did not account for the possibility of sigruficant in-holdings. If such 
in-holdings occur, the configuration of the preserve design may need to be adjusted. 

Preserve Size. The minimum presene design specrfications are intended to be guidelines 
for the acquisittion of a preserve system that limits further fragmentation of habitat for 
the species of concern in the BCCP permit area. Although the BAT recommended 
acquisition of 36,100 acres as mitigation for the incidental take of the species of concern, 
fiscal and economic analysis reduced that recommendation to 30,428 acres and 
acquisition or management of 35 caves for kied @species and 27 caves for karst species 
of concern. In a letter, dated July 22, 1992, the USli7WS concluded that the preserve 
system and conswation measures proposed by the BCCP offer adequate protection for 
the blackcapped vireo, the six karstdwelling invertebrates, and the canyon mock-orange. 
With regard to the golden-cheeked warbler, the USFWS indicated that the proposed I 
30,428 acres may not contain adequate warbler habitat. Their recommendations included 
additional acreage and presene acqui'sition strategy. The USFnTS agreed to acquire an 
additional 5,000 acres at the BCNWR to account for this additional requirement, Frorn 
February to October, 1993, City of Austin and Tmvis County staff, in consultation with 
USFFVS and members of BAT, set a target preserve size of 30,428 acres as the minimwn 
necessary for issuauce of a Permit. With regard to the Ewyceu sabmders, the 
USFWS also concluded that a combination of measures to protect water q d t y  in amis 
to be developed combined with strategic land acquisition as proposed in the BCCP may 

- provide adequate protection for the three salamanders. - 
e. Land Management Plans and Guidelines * ... 

The BCCP preserve system is to be managed to pennanenay coxlsesve andfadlitate the 
recovery of the populations of target endangered qetks inhabiting western 'I'm.. 
County. This priority objective will govern preserve management activitie~. to improve 
target species habitat, while protecting preserves against degradatioa caused- by 
Urbanbation of surrounding lands and increased public demand for recxation usage 
within preserves. 
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Tne welfare of target species (species of concern) wiU be the ove,?iding influence on all 
decisions regarding activities on preserve h d s .  Decisions about activities within 
preserves should be made cautiously, so as to meet biological objectives to protect and 
enhance target species and mbimke risk of damage to their habitat. 

Land Management Plans 

Because individual tracts wiil have varying types of habitat and may offer vaqing 
degrees of public access, each preserve manager wiil be required to obtain Coordinating 
Committee Secretary approval of a land management plan for each tract within one year 
after issuance of the Permit, or within one year after land acquisition, whichever is later. 

Tmct Land M a n u g m e ~  Plans. A tract's Land Management P h  will describe both 
short-term and long-term management objectives and will serve as the primary document 
for reference and justification for all operations on that preserve. Each plan will identifv 
major operational needs, issues, problems, and strategies, with suEficient information to 
serve as a complete guidance document. The p h  should be written to cover a period 
of five years, but revisions to the Plan during these five years can be made as 
appropriate. Management plans for existing parks and preserves which will be included 
in the BCCP preserve system will. need to conform with BCCP management guidefines, 
goals and policies. Management p h s  for contiguous or adjacent tracts will be reviewed 
for compatibility with one another. If such tracts are operated by different managing 
partners, the land management plans for each tract should be coordinated with the 
respective preserve managers. 
\ 

Management Plans will contain the following i n f o d o n :  (I) tract descriptions, (2) a 
management pro-, and (3) a system for monitoring management activities. 

The Tract Descriptions section will pruvide the location of the tract with acreages and 
a graphical representation of the tract boundaries. It will also include descriptive 
information (historical, archeological, administrative, legal, financial, social, physical 
ecoiogical) and any other relevant information affecting the preswe to provide the basis 
for succe~sful and efficient management of the presesve. - 
The Management Progam d o n  wiU identify any specific goals for the tract and will 
set priorities based on these goals. It will discuss all cumat and proposed future 
activities for the tract and give an analysis of the impact of these activities on tfie tracr 
and on the endangered species and species of wncem Iocaied on the trad; No activity 
will be allowed which results in a "tak~" of an endangered species, o r  which degrades 
or in any way harms the prame.  The management activities wi l l  be designed. so that 
observation and monitoring efforts can be used to increase the &ciency of future 
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management activities. The Management Program wiiZ also identify the  sources which 
will be needed for these activities. 

When writing -land management plans, consideration shouid be given to restoration and 
enhancement of endangered species habitat, including vegetation restomion and control 
of browsing pressure. Consideration should also be given to management and control 
of fire-ants, oak wilt, cowbirds, nest predators, and other problem species, if they occur 
on the tract. Each tract should have a fire management p h ,  including sufficient details 
to guide decisions on whether to suppress or allow natural fies andor controlled bums. 
A multiple-use management approach may be appropriate on some tracts, whereby other 
uses may be compatible with the primary habitat protection and species management 
goals, as long as these uses either benefit or have no negative efFecl on the species of 
concern and do not significantly compete with other management efforts for personnel 
or financial resources. Examples of such uses which may be compatible under certain 
circumstances include recreation, environmental education, scientific uses, watershed 
protection, and non-endangered wildlife species management. 

Since portions of each preserve component may be uninhabited, continually inhabited, 
or only seasonally inhabited by target species, specific access and management 
prescriptions may vary within each preserve and may include a variety of access options: 
year-round unrestricted access; year-round restricted access; or seasonally restricted 
access. Despite the potential for &idability in individual management pians for pxeswe 
components, the design and implementati& of land k g e r n e n t  plaos must follow the 

'. guideiines set forth in the following section. In particular, habitat for target species in 
BCCP preserves should be managed for existing and expanding populations and for 
recolonization when locaf. populations decfine or are extirpated.. 

The Management Monitoring section wiU state what process will be used to monitor and 
evaluate the progress of management on the preserves and the effects of the management 
program m the species of concern and their habitats.. Thir evaluation and monitoring 
wiU form the basis for management plan revisions. a 

Interim Land Mianagement Respo&iliries.. Ptior to the submittal to thb Coordinating. 
Committing Secretary of a land management plan for a specific tract, the preserve h d  
will be managed per the Land Management Guidelines in the following section- kms 
that each managing partner must address during this interim period are contro=g 
access, protecting habitats, law enforcement, and fire control, 

Annual Reports. Overall land management activities will be reviewed annually by the 
Coordinating Committee Secretary. To fkditate this pmaw, pseme manap- must 
submit annual reports to the Coordinating C o d t h e e  Secretary, d ~ c u m e n & t W W P ~ ~  
with individual kind management p& aad sznmmizbg any monitodng efforts- 
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Managing parmers shall provide reasonable access to preserve system lands to 
Coordinating Committee representatives and preserve land managers for inspection, 
monitoring, or other functions consistest with preserve system goals. 

Land Management Guidelines 

The following land management guidelines, a modification of TPWD's draft 1993 
"Bdcones Canyoniands Conservation Plan: Management Standards and Guidelines, " 
attempt to achieve the biological objectives of the Permit by means of relatively standard 
land-use methoddogies in coordination with monitoring programs (TPWD 1993). They 
generally adhere -to the recommendations of the Biological Advisory Team's report 
(1990) with regard to suitable protective measures and compatible recreational uses of 
preseme lands. As other land management practices become available, they may be 
incorporated into the Land management guidetines as appropriate. 

Long-tenn monitoring of both the environmental quality of the preserve and the health 
of its populations of endangered species is a necessary part of this endeavor. This is 
p r i m d y  because the basic biology of most local federally-listed species is not 
sufficiently well understood to allow prediction of the impact on those s p i e s  of specrfic 
management activities or use-intensity levels for public recreation. Consequently, 
management practices should be prescribed and monitored with an appropxkte muiti- 
Species emphasis and overatl ecosystem approach. 

In accordance with the habitat preserve oGjectives, the following land management 
guidelines have been prepared for on-site vegetation management alternatives, 
management browsing pressure, control of public access, problem animal control, 
management of springs and associated watercourses, research and monitoring, and 
species-specrfic management. 

Vegetation Management, Each of the following techniques may be used only in 
accordance with individual land management plans approved by the Coordinating 
c0I;lmittee and USFWS. 3 

P R E ~ c R ~ ~ E D  FIRE. This practice is likely to be an effective tool for d o n  o r  
~ ~ c e  of black-capped v i m  habitat. Since mantroIIed hot fires have the capacity 
to destroy golden-chdced warbler habitat and sensitive p h t  areas, use of p m c d b d  
burns should be undertaken with proper caution. The proposed location of firelanes 
should not increase internal. woodland edges or bgment woodland communities in 
golden-cheeked warbler habitat, A firelane construction in occupied habitat should. not 
be constructed dudng the season that migratory birds are in residence, 

?!~GcEANICAI, CONTROL. Lf mowing of grassed areas is necessary (i. e., for control of 
fires), tired tractors with shredders are permitted. Brusb-cutting with hand tooh orwith 
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push "brush-hogs" is also permitted. Xeavy equipment techniques such as chaining, 
grubbing, root-plowing, blading, and hydro-axing have a greater potential for long-term 
soil erosion damage. Unless specifically authonized by the Coordinating Committee 
S e c r e q  as part of a site-.:pific land management plan, including individual projects, 
the pracrice of vegetation removal by heavy equipment is proii'iiited. 

CHEMTCAL CONTROL. Applicar,ons of herbicides for specific purposes such as control 
of stands of exotic, invasive, or nuisance plants, and vegetation managenent at human 
access poinl may be permitted. upon review by the Coordinating Committee Secretary. 
All applications of cfiemicai herbicides must be peribrmed by licensed applicators. 
Documentation of all applications must be kept on file by the preserve manager azld made 
available to the Coordinating Committee Secretary upon ques t .  

GRAZING. G e g ,  when appmwi by both the Coordinating Committee Secretary and 
the USEWS, may be employed on preserve lands as a limited vegetation management 
tool. Use of cattle grazing wilt be restricted to locales whexe other practices are difficult 
or impossible to we. If used, grazing intensity must not lead to degradation of water 
quality or increased cowbird popuiations. A cowi;,rd trapping program should be 
considered whenever Livestock grazing as  a managemezt practice is employed. 

CONTROL OF OAK-WILT. Treatment of oak-wilt is encouraged and should follow oak- 
wilt guidelines as established by the Texas Forest Senrice's Oak Wdt Suppression 
Project, and must be appruved by both the Coordinating Committee Secretary and the 
USFWS. 

', 

M m g e m e a  of Browsing Pressure, Browsers are hexbivomus U, such as 
nativelferallexotic deer, goats, and sheep, and sometimes cattie, which forage on 
understory plant growth (i.e., fohs and deciduous and evergreen and shrubs). 

FENCED ENCLOSURES TO EXCLUDE BROWSERS. Sensitive plant sites may be protected 
_ from excessive plant loss through over-browsing by pkement of effective fenced 

 closures that browsing animals out. a 

BROWSING POPWLA~ONS. h some cases, over-bmwsiug ma$ s u m  the 
abundance and distribution of tree and shrub species in plant communi* preferred by 
golden-cheeked warb1a-s and bfack-capped vireos. Mimaganent of browsing pressure 
within these vegetation ~mrnunities is acomplex task that ma.y q u i r e  perimet=f=cing 
of preserve tracts (when gm&le), long-tenzl monitoring, hunting programs and inkasive 
~ontroi efcorts of browsing-animai populations. Browsing-animal. crjntml eft'orts: should 
be instituted when declines in important vegetation components hav ~ ~ e n t ~  
at a particular site, Appropriate. deer population objectives should be set a f k  
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ansideration of deer and vegetation data from each sire. Introduction of browsing 
animals must be approved by the USFWS. 

(I) Indirect Control. Practices designed to increase deer populations are prohibited. 
This refers to manipulation of vegetation, placement and maintenance of mineral 
bloCks, or establishment of suppiemental animal feeding areas. Restrictions on 
placement of deer feeding stations may be refaxed if such stations are essential 
for approved population control programs. 

(2) Direct Control. Approved deer wnttol efforts should be designed to remove 
unnecesq animals as qGckfv, safely, and humanely as possible. Because most 
preserve tracts will become increasingly sunounded by sub~.~%an developments 
and experience higher recreational use, application of the latest non-lethal 
population control technologies may be considered. 

PubIic Access. The preserve system may offer public access and recreational 
opportunities within the Austin and Travis County area where possible and nanagdle.  
Public access may be allowed where and when such access does not threaten the welfare 
of the target species of concern, which is the overriding goal of the preserve system, nor 
cause the degradation of soil, vegetation, or water resources. 

The key to allowing public access which is non-threatening and nondamaging to preserve 
lands is implementation of effective management strate& to control such access and 
use. These management strategies must be'spedfied in the individual land management 

\plans and implemented by the preserve tract managers. Demonstration over time of 
effectiveiy impiemented management strategies on a preserve tract may justify increased 
public access opportunities. Demonstrated non-effectiveness or habitat degradation may 
justify less public access for a particular tract. 

EfFective management strategies can be any combination of, but are not limited to: 
f e n e g ;  signage; seasonally-restricted access; selected access to non-habitat areas of a 
tract only; clreful trail and amenities location, design and relocation; ranger patrols and 
enforcement; or prohibited access to selected sensitive areas of a tract. F?nsme 
managers are encouaged to consider creative plans that could increase public education 
and reemationat opportunities while ensuing the welfare of the target species of cohce~l. 

Access to specific sites during qe&c seasons will be regulated to conserve target 
species and their associated communities. Creation of new roadways, trails, and cleared 
night-of-ways that open the canopies of woodland and shrubland communities, create 
additional impervious cover, or facilitate public use of preserve interiors or high quality 
sites occupied by target species should be discouraged. Access routes for preserve 
operation and maintenance can be rerouted if in an approved land management plan. 
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BASIC PRESERVE ACCESS CONTROL. Provisions for adequate fencing and signage on all I 

preserve components shall be undertaken by BCCP h a  managers. As preserve lands 
are acquired, upgrading of fencing dong perimeter boundaries should be undertaken as 
soon as practidaf. to achieve human access control. Interior fencing, if qpropriate, 
should be established as a lower priority. Posting of signs should also be undertaken as 
soon as practical to iaentufy the land as a preserve component or to prevent unauthorized 
use. These signs should be placed along perimeter fences, gates and other access points, 
and long trails and roads. 

INDMDUAL OR INDEPENDENT GROUP USE. It is necessary to avoid, detect, and reduce 
the types of localized detrimental impacts associated with human activity on the 
preserves. The foIlowing types of outdoor activities may be allowed if they do not 
conflict with conservation of target species as described in the individual preserve land 
management plans. 

WBlking/Jog-ing/Riking. Unsupervised group access should not be allowed 
within 100 meters of occupied songbird habitat during the breeding/nesting 
season, unless such access can be documented to show no apparent degradation 
to the welfare of the species of conem, Relatively extensive traiJ. networks along 
existing right-of-ways may have to be maintained and monitored if this ac-tivity' 
is approved. Creation of new trails will be addressed in preserve land 
management plans and should leave woodland canopies intact, In golden-cheeked 
warbler habitat, new tsaiZs should not fragment woodland interiors or allow 
human use intensity that threatens this species. 

Fishing. Fishing may be allowed where there is existing access to lake frontage 
that is not inhabited by target species. If allowed, fishing locations wil I  be 
designated and fishing wiil not be dowed outside designated areas. Fishing in 
environmentally-sensitive springs and deeper spring runs, e q e a d y  where rare 
salamander species are present, will be prohibited. Construction of new roads, 
access points and other support facilities for fishing must be approved in the 
preserve land management plans. Stocking of native or e x d c  species is 
prohibited uniess specitTed in an approved land management plan. 

SwimrninrrlBoatin~/Kaflin~bing. Designated water access amis m y  be 
available at selected locations, based on approved land managementplans- Bank 
access restrictions may be necessary to protect adjacent target spedes-habitats- 

Biqcfinq. Tbis activity is prohibited, except for selec&d sites desiepatedas 
expxhental sites, with appropriate monitoring for effects on the and. 
enforcement of al l  applicable rules. As part of an approved plan, donofnew 
hails should leave woodland canopies intact. In golden-cheeked 



trails cannot fragment woodland interiors or allow human use intensity that 
threatens this species. Any new bicycle trails should be designed to minimize 
erosion, and existing approved trails exhibiring signEant erosion should be 
closed and repaired. h y  existing trails not approved by the Coorainacing 
Committee Secretary will be ciosed. 

Rorseback Riding. This activity is prohibited, except for select& sites designated 
as experimental sites, with appropriate monitoring for e f k t s  on the preserve and 
enforcement of a l l  applicable rules. Stables and s h d a r  facilities for the long- 
term (overnight or longer) maintenance of groups of horses shall not be 
constructed within any part of the preserve system. Contracts with private and 
commercial facilities on adjacent lands may be negotiated for use of tracts during 
the non-nesting and breeding season, provided that mitigation, clean-up, and 
cowbird tmpping are implemented. However, horses may be used for appropriate 
preserve O&M activities. 

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Riding. This is prohibited a s  a recreational activity 
because it is not compatible with preserve managemeat objectives and goals. 
Furthermore, appropriate barxias and enforcement penalties should be established 
to minimize trespass into preserve properties and subsequent damage by ORV 
u r n .  However, these vehicles may be used for appropriate preserve O&M 
activities. 

Picnicking, This activity will require provision of trash receptacles and restroom 
facilities at staging areas located near the periphery of tracts. If preserve 
managers wish to allow this activity, preserve land management plans will 
designate picnic sites that can be easily maintained, to avoid creating fd centers 
for cowbird feeding activity. 

Camnine;. This activity is allowed only in designated areas and if related to 
O&M or guided educational activities. When allowed, camping should be 
reiQictixi to minimum-impact camping. Preserve managers wiU designate &table 
camping areas, and these minimum-impact camping areas should be'rotated 
frequently to enable each site to recover from past use. Only dosed-burning fires 
(such as camp stoves) will be allowed. 

Nature Viewing;. Some examples of permitted nature viewing opportunities are 
designated viewing areas with blinds, traiLr with descriptive trail brochures, or 
guided tours. Educational tom should be encouraged but prcuxiures for review 
of tour p u p  activities will be established in land management plans, as discussed 
below. Attempts to artificially improve wildlife viewing by maintern= of 
supplemental feeding areas are prohibited. 
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(10) Spelunkins. ALl access to caves must be restricted to permits issued by the 
appropriate iand management agency, based on an appropriate program in the 
land management plan for the preservation of the caves' ecosystem. 

(1 1) Rock himbin.,. Rock c h i i i n g  and reiated activities are prohibited, except for 
selected sites designated x experimental sites, wi& appropriate monitoring for 
effects on the preserve and enforcement of all applicable rules. 

NON-COMMERCIAL GROUP USE. Non-commercial groups are nonprofit organizations, 
schools, and educatio~al groups that request visitation to any tract for educational 
purposes or research. This use should be encouraged as long as it is monitored for 
possible habitat degradation and adverse impacts. These groups will be issued permits 
by the appropriate land management agency. The permit process should include usa: 
guidelines that protect target species and their respective habitats. 

(1) Educational Uses. Educational use is defined as those activities wnose primary 
intent is to present or interpret information about the ecology of the preserve sites 
or the target species. Daytime field trips by school groups are typical of this 
public-use category. 

(2) Research Uses. Research use activities include those activities that d l  gather 
and interpret site-spec& data in a way that improves understanding of the 
ecology of preserve species, p h t  wmrnrinities, and aquatic aud subtenanern 
environments. Such activih will be coordinated through the appmplciate 
preserve land manager. 

(1) Guided Tours. Commercial tour groups are ailowed to schedule t o m  of preserve 
sites, subject to the provision that such goups abide by prevailing visitation 
guidefines for that tract, The preserve land manager remsins responsible for 
appropriate land management, including public access, r e g d q s  of whetha 
operations, including private group tours, are ac~mplished by theland managa 
or through contractual anangement ContractuaL anangements fok guided 
will. be non-exclusive with regard to public access, 

(2) Film-Making. Film production projects may be allowed subject to 
the preserve inanager and the Coordinating Committee Secretary.. fb. 
prod~ction process must not negatively impact the preserve environment. 
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approaches: public education; rnanipuiation of problem qx!cks habitat; selective 
reiocadon of individuai problem animals; seiective destruction of individual problem 
animals; and destruction of problem animals on a population level. Control efforts 
should use methods h a t  eapnasize maximum seieczivivicy and effectiveness at minimum 
wsr. Destruction of problem animals wiil be done in a humane nanner. 

DEER White-tailed deer and other browsers can cause serious problems with over- 
browsing vegetation and need to be controlled. Such rnetfids have been discussed 
previously in the guidelines found under the section entitled, "Management of Browsing 
Pressure. " 

C ~ ~ .  Cowbirds, an open-field bird species, are well known for parasitism of 
songbird nests. It is suggested that management approaches to reduce cowbird 
populations include the foilowing elements: restoration of native ground cover and dense 
woodlands for those areas previously disturbed; removal of any supplemental bird feeding 
stations; efimination of wildlife food plots; and miaimization of livestock stables and 
holding pens. Although these approaches have been associated with d u d  cowbird 
abundances, it may still be necessary to remove individual cowbird eggs from parasitized 
songbird nests. 

Intensive cowbird trapping program on an interim or permanent basis may be necessary 
at seltxted sites. Preserve managers may use tramping, singuLatly or in conjunction with 
other habitat manipulation strategies. Trapping should be designed to maximize the 
effect of cowbird control and minimize capture and loss of noxitarget species. 

PREDATORS. Bird nest predators may be controlled selectively. Some problem animals 
which predate songbird eggs and young are domestic and f e d  cats, r a m n s ,  possums, 
snakes, jays, and skunks. Managers of preserves adjacent to residential. areas should 
consider a live-trapping program to reduce the number of domestic and feral cats that 
may hunt songbirds on preserves. 

ANTS. Fm am may be controlled with an integrated Pest Management (IpM) 
program using approved chemicals and bait fonn&ons. Fire ant control &auld be 
designed to minimize impact on native ants and other flora and fauna Chemical q n d  
of exotic fire ant colonies may be necessary to avoid  don of caves, 

MMagment of Springs and Associafed Watercourses.  owing springs and spring runs 
downstream of spring discbarges will be protected from destructive human impadi. This 
could include such suggested methods as  informative rnarkefs, andlor fencing, in the case 
of damaged sites or sites occupied by species of concern. For remote springs, this 
objective may be achieved simply by designing preserve access points to keep such 
sensitive sites relatively inaccessible to human visitation. 
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The introduction of non-native fauna into spring runs is prohibited. Where necessary, 
spring runs may be fenced to exclude Livestock from damaging streambanks and wetland 
vegetation. 

Preserve managers should be aware that both w a w  qualiy and spring discharge quantity 
are important to the viability or' spring ecosystems. Monitoring should be conducted to 
design and evaluate management p h s  which prevent degradation of local groundwater 
resources or loss of aquatic habitats within preserves. This activity wiit. be done subject 
to the availability of adequate funding. 

Monitonizg and Research for Endangered Species 7riilil;v. Long-tenn monitoring for 
endangered species viability will be the responsibility of every managing partner. In 
order to complete the required 30,428 acre preserve and karst acquisition in a timdy 
fashion, it will be necessary for the Permit holders to direct BCCP fund resources 
initially towards purchase of the remaining acres needed. As the preserve system grows, 
additional funds wiil be needed for ongoing operation and maintenance of the preserves. 
While the importance of monitoring and research is evident, it is likely to remain a 
secondary priority for funding by the Pennit holders. 

Baseline monitoring studies for biological data wiU be gathered in each preserve tract in 
accordance with the Land Management Guidelines and the approved land management 
plans. Subsequent monitoring as identifled in the respective land management plan will. 
be implemented to determine the-status of each listed endangered species. These 
activities will be initiated as soon as possible, antingent upon available fimding. 

The Coordinating Committee may eiect to work with managing partners on the 
establishment of a joint monitoring effort to be prorated on the basis of the number of 
acres that each managing partner holds. 

BIRD SPECZES. Baseiine monitoring studies should concentrate on d e e g  basic 
population levels on p - w e  lands, key population parameters, and other ecological 
parameters that may affect the target species. Demonstration or ~;esearch=projects d d  
be undeaakEn to determine the ef fm of different management W q w s  or specific 
human impacts o n  songbiid praluctiivity andor habitat use. 

CAVE INvERneaRAm. Basefine monifofing studies should concenkate on basic 
hentohy and distribution assessments for listed. and rare karst invertebrates. 
Considerable information is needed on cave micrOctimateS and refated factors important 
to invertebxate populations. The effects of different management techniques on 
subterranean environments and on target karst populations may q u i r e  complex 
experimental research designs. 
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SPRING SYSTEMS. Springs and spring m s  should be monitored for water quality and 
seasonal discharge, as well as for populations of aquatic target species. Effects of 
development within.watershed recharge areas might dso be considered as research topics 
for key springs on preserve lands. 

PLANTS. Basefine monitoring studies should concentrate on plant distribution and 
abundance patterns within preserves, factors important to plant species survival, and the 
effects of different management techniques on those factors and on individual 
populations. Monitoring of browsing population levels as they relate to levels of 
hardwood regeneration, especially in golden-checbed warbler and black-capped Vireo 
habitat, should be an initial emphasis. Non-native andor ornamental plant species that 
invade preserves should be removed where practicable to facilitate recovery of native 
species. 

COMMCMITY-BASED APPROACHES. Monitoring of natural communities within the 
preserve system should be done at varying scales of detail. For example, randody- 
distributed fidd piots, aerial photographs, and sateilite imagery all may be appropriate 
techniques to assess ecological. features. Monitoring of the natural communities will heip 
to determine ecosystem-wide factors affecting the success of the preserve system. 
Population dynamics for kd launt ry  woodland plants are not weil known and will need 
to be studied in order to predict future woodland and fore$ distdbution and composition. 

Spehs-Specifi Management Stmtegies ' 

'MANAGEMENT OF SONGBIRDS. Basic concerns of songbird management include: nest 
parasitism and predation; vegetation dynamics; habitat fragmentation and edge &ecl; 
and conflicts between black-capped vires~ and golden-checked warbler habitat requisites 
and management for the two species when in dose proximity. 

Nest parasitism by cowbirds and browsing pressure should be controlled using a unified 
approach. In general, fragmentation of woodlands will decrease habitat quality for target 
nesting songbirds by increasing exposure of their nes l  to predation and parasitism. This 
appears to be true along even narrow trails and small, clear-cut openings within wooded 
mvironments. Consequently, vireo and warbler habitat ideally should be managed as 
large blocks with no interior aaificiai clearings or cleared right-of-ways.. Where existing 
permanent easements, roads, and txaiIs are already established, site-specific maintenance 
and monitoring activities shouid be used. 

M e n  the habitats (or patentid habitats) of the two key endangered songbirds occupy the 
same general area, confiicts may arise over which environmental variables to emphasize 
in p m e  land management strategies. Ultimately, resolution of this technicai.dilemma 
may require consultation with USFWS staff, species e-, practicing land managers, 



and designated species' recover teams. General site c.'laracteristics, current vegetation 
cover type, land use history, terms and conditions of the application section lO(a) pennit, 
and the locarion of individual tracts within the preserve system should be considered 
when determining management practices at any given location. 

Black-Cau~ed Vireo Management. Public access into the vireo habitat during the 
breedinglnesting season should be smctly regulated. For the purposes of public 
acws,  that period is defined as  from March 1 to September 1. 

Use of prescribed fires and other types of permissible vegetation management 
techniques used to create or restore vireo habitat must be conducted outside of the 
breeding season. Selected vireo management sites need to be identified and then 
manipulated using previouslydescribed vegetation control techniques designed to 
create favorable vireo habitat. Vireo population goals for a given area and 
associated numbers of managed vireo habitat areas shouid be established using 
cunent technical knowledge. 

Golden-Cheeked Warbler Mana~ement. Public access into warbler habitat during 
the breedinghesting season should be stt idy regulated. For the purposes of 
public access, that period is defined as from March I to September I. To 
minimize impact from humans, preserve managers may rotate public access 
among various units of habitat, close trails and mads that enter occupied habitat, 
or allow oniy supervised a-s to trails that provide viewing of target species 
£rum the periphery of occupied habitat. 

Disturbed woodland interior openings and other areas clear of a mature tree cover 
shouid be considered for habitat restoration activities. Overall emphasis for 
warbler habitat should be p M  on native hardwood regeneration. This wiil 
Likely require direct platings of native hardwood species in combination with 
exclusion of browsing animals, In addition, 1- thinning of young junipers 
may be required to reduce competition with hardwoods. 

a 

INV~TEBRA'PES. Pubiic access to caves and larger karst openipgs &odd be 
stdctly Rgulated using a permit system obtained h m  the appropaiate preserve land 
manager. Eire ant control should be impiemented where cave infestations occur that can 
threaten sensitive cave invertebrates, The m f b  drainage and sn&surfh envhment 
must be maintained in a natural condition with. minimal ground and. vegetation: 
disturbances. 

PLANT @ECLES. PreServe sites with observed stands of target plant species shotlid h 
protected fmm human disturbance, browsing, and soil emsion, odng fencing and othex 
a~p- measures. Preserve land managen may choose to develop ploob using rare 
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piant species grown through seed recovery from external popuiations threatened by 
aest~uction,~ or fiom other internal or external sourccs. 

f. BCCP Funding 

BCCP Financing Asswnptions 

This section N f i l l s  the requirements of 50 C R I  17.22(b)(l)(iii): ". . . the funding that 
will be available to implement such steps. . . . * 

A number of as&nptions f o m  the foundation of a financing plan for the acquisition of 
preserve land and future monies to operate and maintain the preserve system. These 
assumptions follow: 

(I) As a permit holder, the City of Austin has contributed a total of 525.7 m a o n  for 
land acquisition in the BCCP preserve system ($22 million BCCP bond and $3.7 
million for Barton Creek Wilderness Pa,&), as weil as 2,562 acres held by the 
City, as of September, 1992. 

(2) Travis County will participate financially by allocating to the Plan an CZMUL 
contribution in, an amount equal to 100 percent of the operations and maintenance 
(0 & M) portion of tax revenue from new construction on property for which 
Participation Certificates were purchased, or for which mitigation rights were 
pwcfiased, which shall be used to complete land acquisition for the preserve 
system and to fund capital costs for its acquired and designated preserve system 
lands. 

The P h  is to be based on the initial assumption that public entities will spend 
on the average of $5,500 per acre for future preserves acquisitions. 

_ Participation Ieveis are estabLished separately for bird and karst species of 
concern, and in no case are they greater ttran one Certificate for one sat. The 
piicipation level for known goiden-cfieekd warbier and black-capped vireo 
habitat in the same 1:l mitigation ratio and the same per Certificate fee 
requirement, The identification dt&a for known habitat are indicated beiow.. 

Speciat provisions for certain single family residential lots and for &culM 
p d i c e s  (ranching and farming) have been developed. Exemption of fees or 
substantial fee; reductions are provided in these special provisions. See " S p d  
I)rovisions" beiow for specific details. 



The City of Austin and Travis County wiil fund administrative costs of the Plan 
from annual General Fund appropriarions. 

The Plan will index the price of Panicipation CeMicates to the base cost per acre 
of $5,500 reviewed on an annual basis, accurdiiig to changes in applicable land 
values and meeting the goal of cornr~ieting the preserve system in 20 years. 
C d c a t e  fee increases for the S p c L  Provision Certificates (e.g., routine 
ranching and fanning practices and scgie-family residential lot categories) and 
Ceaificates for the mitigation of karst features are limited to no more than 
(proportional) increases assigned to the standard Certificates. 

The Plan assumes that annual operation and maintenance of $25 to $35 per acre 
will be covered by Permit Holders, Managing Partners, or through in-kind 
contributions to the preserve system management. The Plan does not include an 
endowment for this future expendituxe beyond the 30-year tenn of the Permit. 

The Plan Permit Holders will continue to seek alternative sources of funds 
(beyond the proposed Participation Certificates) as well as alternative land 
acquisition methods in order to decrease the amount of time necessary to acquire 
the remaining preserves. 

One method of financing, to be evaluated. for preserve acquisition, will be the 
issuance of Green Bonds and/or other innovative techniques. Green Fkmds would 
be secured by the anticipated stream of mi t iwon payments under the Plan and 
paid back with interest on an available cashflow basis. Because Green Bonds 
would likely not be marketable in traditional bond markets, they could be target 
marketed to major charitable, conservation, and business organizations with a 
conservation mission or other strong interest in promoting the acquisition of 
habitat. 

- Participation Certificates 

Landowners needing to comply with the Endangered Species Act may do 'so through the 
purchase h r n  the Penrnir Holders of Participation Certif?cates based on a pef-acre 
assessment and participation ratios for the amount of mitigation area C- will 
be scdd.for use by those wishing to develop land in Travis County but only outside of the 
proposed. preserves. The sale and use of Participation Certificates would be gov~ned 
by the following conditions: 

* C d c a t e s  wil l  only apply to species covered by the regional Permit. 
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- 
@ Funds from Certificate sales would be used for BCCP preserve system land 

acquisition and BCCP preserve system needs, such as operation and maintenance. 

* Participatione Certificates will be non-refundable and are only usable for land 
outside of the preserve area covered under the regional Permit. 

No mitigation credit for development or Participation Certificates under this plan 
may be provided for property located outside the jurisdictional boundaries of the 
Permit Holders. 

Ceaificatks will provide purchasers with mitigation credit necessary for 
deveiopment to occur under the BCCP for a specific tract. The Certificates 
remain with the tracts for which they are purchased when the land ownership 
changes. The Certificates cannot be applied to lands inside the BCCP preserve 
system boundaries without approval of the USFWS. As a condition of 
participating in the regional permit, the holders of Certificates wi l l  be required 
to record them in the Real Property Records of Travis County when they ate used 
and to designate the specific tracts of land to which they apply. 

Determination of Acreage for Caldation of Participation CertXcates 

Geneml Guidelines. A Participation ~ertifi&te will cover all mitigation needed for the 
,permit's species of concern for a specrfic tract proposed for development outside of the 
preserve area. Participation Certificate requirements will not accumulate when habitat 
for more than one species of concern is present; however, the caiculation that produces 
the highest level of participation, as descxibed below, wi3l be used. 

The Permit Eolder(s) will provide deteminations of mitigation area by applying a 
simplified approach approved by the USFWS and will sell Participation Cestificates to 
landowners and devdopers within its jurisdiction based on this approach. The per acre 
cost of these Certificates will be pexidieaily erraiuated and adjusted to reflect-sost of 
acquisition or management. 

The entire parcel for which development approvals are sought will be used as the basis 
for the simpMed approach to calculate total Certificate netxts. The extent of ov* 
with the habitat zones as described below will determine the Paaidpation Cealticate 
level. The calculation of the extent of each habitat zone on a parcel (see below), will be 
rounded up to the nearest whole acre. The following participation categories devdaped 
by the Permit Eoiders as part of the BCCP outline various options for a Landowner or 
developer to participate in the BCCP. These categories form the basis of tbe funding 
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mechanism for the Permit Holders' conservation plan, and may be further developed by 
i 
? 
! 

the Permit Holders to ensure that the goals of the BCCP are being met. Amendments 
to the pamcipation ~tegor ies  may be made without amending the permit, provided tha~ 

j 
such amendments are approved by the Coordinating Committee. 

Warbler Habitat. Warbler habitat wiil be determined by the Pe,nnir Holders fiom maps 
and aerial photos accompanying the 'Cdden-cheeked Warbler Habitat Analysis" 
prepared for the USFWS by DL3 Associates (June 1993) as updzted periodically. Other 
biological sources may be used in the future ar they become avadable. 

Total cost for a Pardcipation Certificate will be based on the total acreage in each habitat 
zone within the met. The identification criteria for known habitat used by the Permit 
Eolders will be based on DLS Associates map zones using a simplified approach as 
follows: 

@ in Zone 1 ("Habitat known to support warblers"), pardcipation is iscurrently 
$5,500 per acre. 

In Zone 2 ("Undetermined"), participation is cunently $2,750 per acre. 

In Zone 3 ("Does not support warblers"), no participation is necessary. 

Vireo Habitat. The identification criteria for known habitat will be provided by the 
I 

Pennit Holders based on a simplified approach as follows: 

@ Vim habitat will be determined by Permit Holders based on the most up* 
survey information provided by USEWS. 

giust 1Pabitat. Karst habitat will be determined fiom "Geological Controls on Cave 
Deveiapment and the Distdbution of Cave Fauna in the Austin, T-, Region," 
prepared for USFWS by George Veni & Associates (April 1991), as updated 

- periodically. i 

Cahhiion of the participation required for karst habitat mitigadon will be pmvided by 
the Permit Holders based on the George Veni maps using a s i m p W  approach 
foUows= 

In Zone 1 ("Areas known to contain endangered cave speciesn) and Zone 2 
('Areas that probably contain endangesed cave spede4'), @@ation is 
cunently $55 per acre of Zone I or 2 karst habitat. 

* Ih 3 and 4 ('Areas that do not or probably do not contain endangrred ~ v e s  
species"), no participation is necessary. 
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Participation Certificates for Karst habitat mitigation are payable in increments of one 
m e .  

Special Provisions Certificate 

The intent of the BCCP is to pay for the acquisition of the regional habitat with the 
pva te  sector funding component being derived primariiy from the sale of Participation 
Certificates purchased voluntarily by developers who might expect to benefit directly 
from participation. However, it is also the intent of the BCCP to minimize or elininate 
the financial burden of the following types of private landowners outside the preserve 
area: (1) ranchers and farmers in pursuit of legitimate and standard agricultural 
practices; (2) builders of single-family home residences on individual lots/tracts/parcels 
in existence prior to May 4, 1990; and (3) small landowners (100 acres or less) who wish 
to do very low density residential development (one single-family home residence per 15 
anes and up). 

Consequently, after issuance of the regional Permit, a Specral Provisions Certificate for 
construction of single-family dwellings on existing lots and for ranchers and fmers will 
be available through the Pennit Holder(s) for $1,500. 

This provision applies to two categories of landowners: 

. One single-family unit constructed on a legal lot, legal tract, or a legally recorded 
single parcel in Travis County if the lotltractfpad was in existence on or before 
May 4, 1990; or 

A tract of 100 acres or less which existed as a legai tract on or before May 4, 
1990, developing low density single-hn3.y home residences of not more than one 
home per 15 acres. - - 

Ih either case, the following five tests must be met: 
* 

(1) The 1otlWparcel must be located outside the designated pteserve boundaries- 

(2) Unless special circumstances can be shown. by the applicant, the area of 
cliawbance for direct impact would be Iimited to 0.75 acre ( a p p r o M y  32,670 
square feet), including the house, drheway, utility access lines, septic field, and 
lawn area 



Lot holders may participate by purchase of a Specid Provisions Cenificate for 
$1,500 which would be used for BCCP preserve system land acquisition and 
BCCP preserve system needs. 

For any lot/tract/parcd, three acres or larger, a habitat determination of the area 
to be cieared wil l  be made and is cuaentiy proposed to be recorded at the Real 
Property Records of Travis County. This determination will be based on habitat 
zonw within the tract as outlined in the simplified version. 

If the cleared area becomes part of a subdivision process in the future, the 
landowner may participate in the Plan for t&e subdivision by paying the balance 
pes acre (LC., the total fee level at the time of development rninus the Special 
Provision Certificate amount previously paid). 

The BCCP mitigates for incidental "take" resulting from any ongoing ranching 
and fanning practice (such as fence and pasture maintenance and stock tank 
construction) which occurs in Travis County (but not inside the designated 
preserve areas). Therefore, such activities are permissible under the plan, and 
they do not require the acqusition of Participation Certificates. 

* However, if a rancher or farmer intends to clear an area for new structures (i.e., 1 

barns, paddocks, etc.), then &&he may purchase a Participation CeaJfiwte at a 
cost of $1,500 per acre of dearanmce. At the time, a habitat detennination of the 
area to be cleared will be made and is cunently proposed to be recorded at the 
Real Property R m r d s  of Travis County. If the cleared area becomes part of a 
subdivision process in the future, the landowner may participate in the Plan for 
the subdivision by paying the balance per acre (i.e., the totat fer= lwei at the time 
of development minus the Specrai Provision .'se previously paid). 

Alternative Amroach - 
Any landowner or developer n t g  to use the simplified approach &iy petition the 
USFWS to determine the development's actual incidental 'take" (both and 
indirect) 'zxpressed in terms of habitat acreage and associated operation andkxiintesance 
cost. 

In all such cases, the determination of the USFWS will precedence avet any 
determinations from the simplified approach described herein. Accordingly, 
determinations by the USFWS conveyed in a valid Section 9 l e w  h m g  
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- USFWS determination of "no effect" tzke precedene over determinations under 
the simplified approach. 

e A landowner seeking an individual permit who chooses to pay mitigation acreage 
costs via the regional Participation Cerriiicate structure will still retain the 
obligation of accornpiishing other studies and requirements assessed through the 
individual review. 

* Standa.rd long-term operation and maintenance cosrs which might be assessed 
through, or may be derived from the individual review by USFWS may be 
waived by the Permit Hoider(s) if landowners choose to be covered under the 
Permit. 

Land Acquisition Procedure 

Funds irom Parricipation Certificate sales wiil be used for BCCP preserve system land 
acquisition and BCCP preserve system operation and maintenance. Because up to 20 
years could pass before the lands for the entire preserve system can be purchased, a 
variety of options to promote habitat protection on private land should be actively used 
to enhance the preservation of large portions of remaining meage between now and the 
time of purchase. These options include: 

preferential assessments; 

multi-year management agreements, learas, and mutual covenants; 

earnest money options; 

first right of refusal contracts; 

purchase of development rigfits and undivided interests; 

commation and open space easements; and a 

fee simple purchase through installments or with leaseback provisions. : 

of these tools could lower final acquisition costs. As funding is available, 
negotiations with private landowners shouldbe initiated so that the alternative tooh that 
are available can beegin to be used as soon as practical. 
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Condemnation proceedings for the public health, safety, and welfare may be used to 
acquire land for the preserves, but only as a last resort and only under the following 
conditions: 

e Not acquiring the land wouid endanger the Permit, or 

@ Not acquiring the land would endanger the biological integity or" the preserves, 
and . 

@ There is no reasonable alternative to the involuntary condemnation proceedings, 
and - 

@ There is a reasonable expectation that without involuntary condemnation 
proceedings the habitat witl be destroyed. 

Totai Cost of BCCP 

The level of funding required to implement the conservation and mitigation measures, 
including inflation, is estimated at $159.9 million. The land acquisition and financing 
strategy utiLizing bond financing and public and private sector funds is summarized in 
Table 4. 

The Coordinating Committee will review the financial revenue trends of the B C B  i 
annually and nxornmend Participation Certificate adjustments in order to assure fdl 
acquisition of the preserve system. 

', 

g. PIan Amendment Procedures 

Circumstances may arise which necessitate amendments to !he Pennit and/or BCCP. 
This section complies with the USFWS interpretation of the requirements of 50 CER 
17.22@)(l)(i): ". . ., and the procedures to be used to deal with llnf~re~een 
Circumstances. " 

Substantive amendments indude those actions or decisions which a f f 2  the scope of 
mitigation or method of implementation of the BCCP or Permit and require the mnsent 
of the USFWS. Major amendments would invoive changes in amount of incidmtd take 
allowed under the permit, changes in Permit Holders, or changes in the species cmad 
under the pennit. Examples of major amendments include the following: 

* Additional or withdrawal of parties to the .permit; 

Changes in geographic boundaries of the permit area; 

2-5 1 I 



TAB= 4 
FINANCING SUMMARY 

REQUIRENEWS: 
Land Acquisition (Public Sector) 

City of Austin 
Travis County 
City of Austin Debt Service Interest 

Land Acquisition (Private Sector) 
Preserve System Operations & Maintenance 
TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 

SOURCE OF FUNDS: 
Property Tax Revenue 
Travis County Tax Benefit Funding * 
Land Acquisition (Private Participation) * 
Austin Drainage Utility (Land Management) 
Austin General Fund Support 
Travis County General Fund Support 
LCRA Land Management 
Travis C o u q  Land Management* 
Austin Water & Wastewater Utility (Land Management) 
General h-Kinti Services (Land Management) 
Texas Nature Conservancy (UplandsiSweetwater) 
Participation Certificate Contingency ($100 per Acre) 

L Interest Income 
Sub-Total Source of Funds 
Less: Working Capital Balance 

Contingency Reserve (Participation Fees) 
TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS 

*Assumes coketion of $5,500 per acre of habitat mitigated on 5,739 acres, in conjunctioa with 
Travis CourrrtJr Tax Benefit funding of $30,000,000 for land acquisition, land improvements, aud.katst 
acquisition, would complete the preserve system by the end of FY 2013 and fkd a - c o n t i n g ~  
reserve of $1,411,848. It should be noted that $7,764,390 of private participation is relatedto the 
estimated value of the 4,041-acre Uplands and Sweetwater Traas. 
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Changes in the composition or powers of the BCCP Coordinating Committee; 

Additions to or deletions from the list of species or' concern protected under the 
plan; . 

o Changes in state or leal legisiation which diminish the authority of parties to the 
Permit to carry out the terms and conditions of the Permit; 

Changes in the habitat conservation, monitoring, compliance, or enforcement 
programs which are likely to increase the level of incidental take of a species of 
concern; and, 

0 Renewal of the Permit beyond the initial 30-year term. 

Minor amendments involve routine or inconsequential administrative revisions or changes 
to the operation and management programs and which do not diminish the level or means 
of mitigation. Such minor amendments do not alter the terms of the Permit and do not 
require the consent of the USFWS. Examples of minor decisions or actions which do 
not require Pennit amendment include the following: 

Changes in personnel or contracted senrices involved in implementation of the 
Permit; 

* Changes in the day-toaay decisions regarding land acquisition, fee collection, or 
habitat management and enhancement practices, provided that they a .  generally 
in accordance with approved preserve management guidelines; 

Changes in the rules or bylaws of the Coordinating Committee which do not 
affect the level of incidental take. 

- Proposed amendments to the plan or P d t  will be initiated by a BCCP Coordinating 
Cormnittee voting member or by the USFFVS if the amendments pertain tb requirements 
imposed by the USFWS. Other entities may not initiate a proposed amendment but may 
petition the Coordinating Committee or the USFWS to do so, The process is 

fibelow. 

A proposed amendment will be  submitted as a f o n d  proposal to the Coonlinating 
C!ommittef: and USFjVS for review and possible action. The proposal will. state: the 
reason the amendment is being requested, describe the proposed change and appropriate 
wording to carry out the change, and. indude an analysis of the potential &ects of the 
proposed amendment on the species of concern and on the. terms and conditions of the 



- pian. The Coordinating Cornmi* and/or the USF'WS may request or funish additional 
studies or information from the party proposing the amendment within thirty (30) days 
of receiving the proposal if they consider additional information necessary to mahe the 
decision to approve or deny the proposal. After amendment application is complete, the 
approval process will. be as follows: 

(1) Action on a proposed amendment must first be taken by the Coordinating 
Committee. Unless additional studies or information have been requested, and 
after any such additional material has been furnished, the Coordinating Committee 
shail approve or deny the request within ninety (90) days of the date of submittal 
of the proposed amendment to the Coordinating Committee. 

(2) The plan amendment will be referred to Pennit Holders for review and action. 
Action must be taken within forty-five (45) days of r e f e d .  The Coordinating 
Committee, in turn, is responsible for notifying and circulating the proposal to 
relevant parties for review and possible approval. 

(3) A plan amendment which has been approved by P d t  Holders will then be 
forwarded to the USFWS for final consideration. 

This same procedure will be followed even when plan amendments are being initiated by 
the USFWS, such as in the case of a listing of a new species which could result in a 
change to the plan recommendations. 

\'The USEWS listing process for threatened or endangered spedes is not under the direct 
control or influence of the BCCP participants, even though future listings wuId 
matexi* affect the plan. Through a requirement in the ESA to notify the state . agency . 
and any county in which a proposed listed species occurs, the BCCP Coordrnatrng 
Committee wiLl receive timely notification of any such listing proposal. It will be 
irnpqrtant for the timely resolution of a proposed listing action and timely amendment of 
the BCCP, if needed, that the BCCP participants and the USFWS maintain a n * d v e  
exchange of relevant information. This will be accomplished through the mechauh of 
the regular quarterfy meetings of the Coordinating Committee. 

In the future, if the determination is made by the USFWS to list a species W t b a  
mitigated by the BCCP, the Listing will not matexially affect the preserve design or  
aquisition strategy. This will prove to be a material advantage to plan m t s .  

If a new species is fisted by the USFWS as endangered or ttueatt=ned, and it has not 
already betn adequately addressed by the BCCP, the Coordinating Comm- will 
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recommend to the Permit Holders whether or not to amend the B C D  to include the 
newly listed species. A revised plan would be requirxi to secure a revised Permit to 
allow incidental take of the newly listed species. Amendments to the plan for species 
which are newly listed may aifect the preserve design and hence the acquisition strategy 
andlor biological studies. In this case, until the permit is amended to cover the subject 
species, it wiil be tfie individual's responsibility to assure their action does not affect the 
newly-listed species. 

h. Guidelines for Infrastructure Corridors 

The cunent preserve design involving separate macrosite units allows development to 
p r d  close to preserve pairnetex boundaries, so it is important to protect designated 
preserve lands from fragmentation due to numerous infrastructure crossings. Placement 
of infrastructure in comdors can minimize this potential disruption. Existing utility and 
roadway infrastructure to serve deveioprnent may already be in place, planned, or 
easements and right-of-ways dedicated when habitat lands are acquired. 

Representatives from the BCCP pennittees and managing partners have designated 
infrastructure conidors within the preserve system where concentrated linear muting is 
preferred for roads, electric servim, gas, telephone, cable television, or water and I 

wastewater hes. Non-linear infrastructure facility sites, such as water or wastewater 
treatment plants, dectrical substations; or pump stations, will a h  be located within the 
infrastructure corridors to the extent practical. 

Detailed guidelines have been prepared in amperation with the affected utilities. 
Designation of iafr-astruchrre comdors within the preserves has been accomplished using 
these guidelines. Provisions have also been made for new construction within approved 
corridors and operation and maintenance of inhstnrcture facilities witfrin the preserve 
lands. These management guidelines for a-g adverse habitat impacrs from needed 
hbstmcture within preserves are provided in Appendix B, inciuding a listing of those 
conidon where activities are m n t l y  planned, - 
The hfmstructure Pianning section in Appendix B, part of the conservation plan 
under the ESA, was devdoped primarily by an interagency committee consisting of local 
governments and utility SerYice providers that have existing and planned f;rcilities 
adjacent to the proposed habitat preserves. As such, it is the only existing p h  atthis 
time concerning roads and utilities management adjacent to the BCCP lands. This 
has not been f o d y  adapted by either the City of Austin or Tmvis. County, but is 
intended to be a basic guidance document to address this importantissue. The guidelins 
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- 
may be fkrther developed by the Permit Rolders to ensure that the goals of the BCCP 
are behg met. 

Utility s e ~ c e  providers and infrasmcture developers will n e d  to prepare plans for their 
proposed activities within the preserves and submit them in a timely manner to the 
affected land manager(s) and the Coordinating C o m r n i ~  Secre rq  for review. The 
infrastructure guidelines will typically take precedence over the individual land 
management plans or general land management guidelines; however, the utility will 
genedy  be limited to the approved corridors and may s t i l l  need to mitigate any adverse 
actions on preserve lands through the purchase of Pdcipation Certificates, donation of 
equivalent habitat lands as mitigation, or other prescribed compensation to the Plan. 
Donation of equivalent habitat must be approved by the Coordinating Committee. In the 
case of a conflict with the Coordinating Committee Secretary over a partic* action, 
utility representatives may elevate the find decision to the Coordinating Committee, at 
a re& or s p e d y 4 e d  meeting, for resolution. 

P b e d  actions within the designated mnidors by utility providers associated with 
permi= and managing partners under the Permit are already covered if direct 
assignment of mitigation land to the Plan was made. O t h d s e ,  the anticipated loss of 
preserve due to future expansions will need to be offset by; (1) those City of Austin 
utilities which have not specifidy dedicated land within the preserve, or (2) those 
senice providexs who are n_o_t associated 6ith the Pd.Holders/Managing Partnm. 

$Jtility and roadway inhsttucture &ty in habitat throughout the Travis County Pennit 
area outside of the preserve lands will q u i r e  individual negotiations with the USFWS 
or participation under the regional, Permit through Certificate purchase to offset habitat 
loss. 

3.. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 
z. 

This attentative is the p r e f d  alternative of the USFWS and includes the h s s i o n  
that meets the USEWS interpretation of the requirements of SO CFR 17.22(b)(l)(iii)@): 
"such other measures that the Dinxtor may require as being necessary or appmpri.de for 
purposes of the plan. " 

Wre Altesnative 2, the proposed adon  under Alternative 3 would allow incidental -take 
of the federally-listed endangered speciesAW-capped vireo, golden-cheeked 
Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion, Tooth Cave spider, Tooth Cave ground beetle, K r e t s c h ~  
Cave mold beetle, Bee Creek Cave harvestman, and Bone Cave harvestman-within the 



permit area mapped in Figure 2. The duration of the Pernit is also 30 years, subject to 
the terms of the revocation a s  idenriiied in 50 CFR 13.23. 

a. Boundaries of the Alternative 3 Permit Area 

The area covered by the Permit is the same as regional permit alternative 2 except for 
an additional 5,000 acres within close proximity to the BCNWR would be added to the 
Refuge and preserved by the USFNS for the benefit of the listed s p i e s  of the Pennit 
(Figure 5). Consequently, the size of the permit area could be reduced in size by 
approximately 5,000 acres from 561,034 acres to 555,000 acres in Travis County. 

b. Xmplementing Roles of BCCP Permit Holders and USFWS 

To ensure implementation of conservation and mitigation measures under Alternative 3, 
the permit applicants propose the same management organization, except as identified 
below, as under Alternative 2. The permit applicants have signed an Interlocal 
Agreement spec1Eying the responsibilities of each agency (Appendix A). The h ~ l d  
Agreement and the Shared Vision document inconporated into the agreement form the 
basis of the Pennit Holders' conservation plan as required under the =A. These 
documents may be further developed by the Permit Eolders to ensure that the goals of 
the BCCP are being met. Amendments to the Interfocal Agreement and the Shared 
Vision may be made without amending the permit, provided that such amendments are 
approved by the Coordinating Committee. 

Alternative 2 indicates the USFWS will "Administer the issuance and redemption of the 
Participation Certificates through a contractual anangement with the pennit holders. 
USFWS s f i d  be obligated to sell Certifcates subject only to the conditions of the 
Pennit. " 

Alternative 3 differs in that this activity will be conducted by the Permit Holden. 

- c. Incidental. Take a 

The potential take for each of the federally-listed wildlife species within the pennit area 
-that would occur with the issuance of the Permit and fmm implementaton of the BCCP 
is summarized beiow. 

Federally-listed (Threatened or Endangered) Species 

Bhzck-eqped 'Vireo. The l d  of take for this species would be approximately the same 
as for Alternative 2. 
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Golden-cheeked Warbler. Because approximately 5,000 additional acres of golden- 
cheeked warbler habitat would be conserved with this alternative, the level of take would 
be somewhat reduced for that pomon of the 5,000 acres that occurs within Travis 
County. 

The BCCP estimates that up to 25,750 acres of potential golden-cneM warbler habitat, 
as identified by satellite imagery, 71 percent of the warbleis habitat within the pennit 
area, will be subject to take upon issuance of the requested Permit. Based on a ratio of 
15 to 30 pairs of warblers per 250 acres, this lost habitat could support from 1,545 to 
3,090 pairs of warblers. 

Under Alternative 3, the recommended BCCP preserve acquisition area contains a total 
of about 15,000 a m  of potential warbler habitat. Assuming that the BCCP acquires 66 
percent of the as yet unacquired 9,940 acres, there would be about 11,800 acres of 
potential wabler habitat in the BCCP preserves. Thus, 735 to 1,475 pairs is an upper 
bound on the number of pairs of wa~%lers in the preserves because of the probability that 
not aU potential habitat will be occupied in the urbanizing west Travis County setting. 

BiuJ.t lirvertebmtes. The level of incidental take of the six species of karst i n v d r a t e s  
located in the permit area would not differ from Alternative 2. 

Other Species of Concern 

B d  Twistfzbwer. The additional presenre acreage under this a i t e d v e  
does not indude additional protection for tbe bracted twistflower. 

Canyon Mock-Omnge. All of the hown populations of canyon mock-urange found 
within the preserve boundaries would be protected under both this alternative and 
Alternative 2. 

T d m  Cmton. The main population of Texabama croton in Tzavis County is within 
the-boundaries of the BCNWR. This population would be protected under this 
abmative. - . 
Eurycea Salamanden. Detailed information on potential take is pending fiuther 
investigation. 

d. Habitat Preserve 

alternative's preserve design has been altered to effectively resolve those issues of 
conam about protecting adequate golden-cheeked Wart,ler habitat in Travis County. The 
final preserve system will still include a minimum of 30,428 aaes located within 
boundaries of the recommended preserve system mapped on Figue 4. However, an 
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additional 5,000 acres located in the Lake Travis macrosite in close proximiry to the 
Balcones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge will be acquired by the UST;WS to 
provide additional golden-cheeked warbler habitat within or adjacent to Travis County 
(see Figure 5'). 

e. Preserve Management Standards and Guidelines 

Under this alternative, the final preserve system wiil be managed and operated in the 
same fashion as under the proposed action alternative. The additional 5,000 acres 
acquired in the Lake Travis macrosite would be managed by the USFWS as part of the 
Balcones Canyoniands National Wildlife Refuge. 

f. Funding Sources 

The level of funding required to implement the conservation and mitigation measures, 
including inflation, under this alternative would be appraximately $5 million more than 
for Alternative 2. The federal government will provide these monies through the Federal 
Land and Water Consemition Fund, 

g. Plan Amendment Procedures 

If the need should arise to amend the Permit or Habitat Consenration P h ,  the same 
procedures outtined in the proposed action shall be implemented under this alternative. 

h. Additional Plan Requirements 

In addition to the requirements identified in Alternative 2, the following would be a 
component of A l ' t t i v e  3. 

(I) An annual report, due June 1st of each year beginning in 1997, is to be provided 
to the Austin Ecological Senices Field Office:. This report is to indude: 

(a) A list of all development activities west of the MOPAC ~aiiroad that 
permitted by the Permit Holderfs) in the previous 12 monk;  

@) a list of all tracts for which Participation Certificates were pmfiased; 

(c) amount of funds c-c~Uected for land acquisition; 

(d) amount of funds expended for land acquisition; 

(e) an updated map of the lands dedicated to presetve manag-t; 
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(f) a list of public use and habitat management activities that have been 

undertaken or completed within the bounds of the preserve unirs, including 
the status of land management plans; and, 

(g) a copy of all research or investigation reports that have been prepred 
within the previous 12 months. 

In addition to the above annuai requirements, the Permit Holders must provide quarterly 
updates for the tracts for which Participation Certificates were purchased that include the 
following informition: 

(a) A general map of each project location; and, 

(b) a project boundary map that identifies the areas for which the Participation 
Certificates apply. If a location and/or project map is not provided to the 
Permit Holder during the normal permitting process, a street address will 
meet this requirement. 

(2) Proof of a recorded Participation Certtficate provided by the Pennit Holders must 
be posted at the propeq site from the time vegetation clearing begins until the 
construction is completed. For residential development, completed corxitnxtion 
is when a i l  mads and utilities are completed to the extent that they meet the 

\ j  applicable acceptance criteria of the City of Austin or Travis County. For 
commercjaYindus~multi-family developments completed development is when 
buildings are suitable for occupancy. 

(3) All vegetation clearing activities within golden-cheeked warbler or black-capped 
virerJ habitat must be completed between September 1 and March 1 to prwent the 
disturbance of nesting activity unless current breeding season surveys that 
an active warbler or vireo nest is not within 300 feet of the proposed de$ng- - 

(4) The use of native ffora. should be encouraged for all 1andsc;yring actnntres 
. .. within 

the permit boundaries. 

(5) The funds collected and expended for this Permit and its compliance with the 
~~ requirements of the Pexmit sixill be e v a l d  by financial audits 
conducted aftex the sale of Participation Certificates covering 3,000 fee paid acres 
or every five years, whichever comes sooner, until permit expiration. Such 
audits will be coordinated between the USFWS and the Coordinating Committee. 



(6) The funds collected under this Pennit will be e x ~ n d e d  for land or easement 
acquisition and other preserve system needs in accordance with the following 
crire*ia; 

(a) Tracts considered for acquisition be widrin or contiguous to the 
boundzsies of the preserve units identified in the issued Permit; 

fb) expenditure priority should be in the following decreasing order: Bull 
Creek, Cypress Creek, South Lake Austin, and North Lake Austin; and 

(c) dispensing of funds from the BCCP Fund account should be accomplished 
as soon as there are adequate funds to complete a transaction taking into 
account oppomnity, preserve priority and development threat. 

(7) For the Permit to adequately cover the fedexally listed birds listed below, the 
permit holders must acquire at least 30,428 acres within the seven preserve 
macrosites and manage approximately 2,000 acres for the black-capped vireo and 
the remainder of the lands for the golden-chedmi warbler. For the federally listed 
karst inverrebrates to be adequately covered by this permit, the pennit holders 
must preserve the environmental integrity for 35 of 39 known locations identified 
in Chapter 4, Section A, Biological Resources, of this EIS. 

For the Pesmit to adequate1.y cover the Category 2 review species and other 
species of concern listed below, the permit holders must acquire the lands within 
the seven preserve mamsites, manage the areas supporting the plant species of 
concern, and preserve the environmental integrky of the foilowing 27 caves: 

Adobe Springs Cave 
Airman' s Cave 
Armadillo Ranch Sink 
Anow Cave 
Blowing Sink 
Buda Boulder Spring 
Cave X 
CeiZing Slot Cave 
District PC :. k Cave 
Flint Ridge Cave 
Get Down Cave 
Goat Cave 

Lost Oasis Cave 
Lost Gold Cave 
Maple Run Cave 

a 

Midnight Cave - 
Moss Pit 
Pennie Cave 
Piclde Pit 
w e  Cave 
Slaughter Creek Cave 
Spanish Wetls Cave 
Stark's North Mine 
Talus S p ~ g  
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Ireland's Cave Whirlpool Cave 
Jack's Joint 

(8) The following species are addressed in this document and a determination as to 
their inclusion and degree of protection may be made by the Permit Holders after 
review of all available information. 

Eurycea s o s o m  
Eurycea N. S .  
Eurycea motems 
Stygobrornus balconis 
Stygobrornus bijimatus 
Phrearodro bia p m a r a  
P. nuga nugar 
Stygopyrgw banonemis 

Barton Springs Salamander 
Jollyville Plateau Salamander 
Texas Salamander 
Amphipod 
Amphipod 
Snail 
Snail 
Snail 

Permit Holders will enter into formal management agreement@) with the 
landowner(s) for al l  caves that are recommended for protection but have yet to 
be acquired or kept in private ownership as cave preserves. The management 
agreement(s) will detail the area to be managed for cave protection, what such 
management will entail, and who is responsible for the management. 

(10) The incident take sought in this pennit does not apply to "take" outside of Travis 
County. 

\ 

(11) Where the surface and subsurface hydrogeologic area around a cave identified for 
protection is not known, the area delineated by the contourlevei at the bottom of 
the cave wiu be managed for cave protection and no Participation Certificates are 
to be awarded within 0.25 miles of the cave entrance undl the hydrogeologic area 
is delineated, 

(125 The Permit Holder will administer the issuance and redemption ;of the 
Participation Certificates rather than the USFWS, as discussed in sectioq 2(b). 

(13) Incidental take that may result from the implementation of land management 
&ties within the boundaries of a preserve and are described in a land 
management p h  approved by the Coordinating Committee, is covered under this 
permit* 

(14) Incidental take that may result from the implementation of infhutructure comdo~ 
projects approved by the Secrem of the Coordinating Cornmi- and fie within 
one of the BCCP approved comdors, is wvesred under this pennit. 
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If, during investigations for development of a tract, karst features with a 
signiriwnt diversity of trogiobitic fauna are discovered, those karst features may 
be submitted to the USFWS for consideration for exchange wish karst features 
i d e n ~ e d  for protection by the BCCP. The determination of "significant 
diversity" wiu be made by the permit applicanir ma the USFWS, in association 
with karst experts. The inclusion of such a karst feature would not increase the 
number of caves to be protected by the BCCP, but would result in the new 
feature replacing a previously identified cave or caves. 

Since the Barton Springs salamander is not a part o i  this action, and has never 
been a part of this action, incidents :ake of the salamander will not be covered 
by the Permit that may be issued for this activity. However, since the salamander 
is proposed for listing as endangered, in accordance with section 7(a)(4) of the 
Endangered Species Act, the saiamander must be considered by the USFWS in 
evaluating the impacts of permit issuance. Therefore, entities who purchase 
Participation Cextificates for activities witbin the Baaon Springs drainage area of 
Travis County (Figure 16) that participate in the BCCP should obtain guidance 
with resect to avoiding the impacts of their activity on water quality as it refates 
to the Barton Springs salamander. 
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SPECIE5 OF CONCERN 

Federally-listed Endan~ered Suecies 
Vireo arricapillus Black-capped vireo 
Dendroica chysoparia Golden-cneeked warbler 
Tanarocreagns texfuuz Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion 
Neolevronera myopi ca Tooth Cave spider 
Texeiia reddellr Bee Creek Cave harves- 
Texella reyesi Bone Cave harvestman 
W i n e  persephne Tooth Cave ground beetle 
T-ops reddeili Kretschmarr Cave mold beetle 

Cateeorv 2 Review Soecies 

Philadt?lphus emsni  Canyon mock-orange 
Croton &amensis var. texensis Texabama croton 

Othw Soecies of Concern 

FLATWORMS 
Sphalloplana mohri 

OsraAcoDs 
CMdona sp. nr. sragnalis 

IsopoDS 
Caecidorea reddelli 
Trichoniscinae N .  S .  
Miktoniscus N .  S .  

SmERs 

Neoleptonera c o c i n ~  
Neoleptonera devirr 
EidmmureIla reclusa 

P s ~ u ~ o s c o ~ ~ x o ~ s  
A~hrastochthonius N. S . 
Tar~rrocreagris comanche 
Tmarocreagris reddelli 
Tarrcuocreagris inremedia (#2) 
T m c r e a g d s  N .  S. 3 

HBR- 
Texelfcr spinoperca (a) 

Mar;rpn,Es 
Speod;esmus N. S. 

GROUND BFSXES 
Rhadine s. subterranea 
Khadine s. mitchelli 
Rhadine austinica 



D. Comparison of the Alternatives 

The potential environmental consequences of the alternatives are summarized in Table 5. 
The alternatives are evaluated in terms of permit xea boundaries, management 
structures, funding sources, incidental take of listed species and species of concern, and 
location of presewed habitat. The No Action Alternative precludes the issuance of a 
regional Permit. Protection of threatened and endangered spedes is provided on an 
individual project basis by sections 7, 9, and 10(a) of the ES A. Altemative 2 sets aside 
a cooperatively administered regional preserve of 30,428 acres plur additional acres to 
protect karst features. Altemative 3 is identical to Alternative 2, with the exception that 
the preserve includes an additionat 5,000 acres in close proximity to the BCNWR. 
Because of the additional acreage and other features of Alternative 3 that wil l  benefit the 
listed species of concern, alternative 3 is the U S W S  preferred alternative. 

1. Permit Area Boundaries 

Under the No Action Altemative, the cumulative project areas within Travis County that 
the USFWS approves under individual section 7 consultations and section 10(a)(l)(B) 
peanits would constitute the permit area. 1Utennatives 2 and 3 would create bird I 

p m e s  of 30,428 acres and 35,428 acres, n"xpectivdy. Additional acres would be 
required to protect karst invexebrates. All of the acreage &om Alternative 2 is induded 
in Alternative 3, with the addition of 5,000 acres in the vicinity of the BCNWR. 

2. Management Structures 

The No Action Altemative r&es on multiple entities and/or individuals to manage 
- individual mitigation lands, with regulatory oversight provided by the USFWS. 

Akmttives 2 and 3 have identical. management structures, based on Coordinating 
(3md&~ established by the City of Austin and Travis County. 'The TJSFWs 
paacidpates as an ex-officio member. 





TABLE 5 
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

(continued) 

Issw Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action AItemative 3: Preferred Alternative 

Texabama croton Known pulation protected in BCNWLPP 
Eurym ealamandeq Take of entire population(s) of 

Barton Springs and Jollyville 
salamanders is possible. 

Other Species of Concern Total take unknown, resulting from 
individual approvals under ESA 
Sections 7 and 10. 

P ~ N B  Location Mitigation areas required by 
individual ESA Sections 7 and 10 
actions in Travis County will be 

mentd, without corridom or 
u em. No active management of h 

preserve lands. 

Known pulation protected in 
BCNW~? 

Take of entire pulation(s) of Barton 
Springs and Jo P" lyville salamanders is 
possible. Take of Texas populations 
unknown. 

Populations within 30,428-acre 
preserve protected; development 
outside preserve under ESA Sections 7 
and 10 require biological 
surveylconsideration. 

30,428 acres selected from several of 
10 macrosites in Travis Count with 
buffer and corridor criteria; a Y ditional 
acreage will be required for the 
preservation of identified karst 
features; acquisition will focus on the 
Bull Creek. Cypress Cmk,  and North 

Known population protected in 
BCNWR. 

Same as Alternative 2. 

Same as Alternative 2 nnd protection 
of species located in additional 5,000 
acres located near BCNWR. 

35,428 acres; 30,428 acres in same 
location as Alternative 2 and 5,000 
acres added in vicixiity of BCNWR. 

. - -  
Lake Austin macrosites. 

I 



- 
3. Funding Sources 

Mitigation fees and-mitigation land purchases by project owners on a case-by-case basis 
constitute the funding sources for the No Action Alternative. Revenues from Cerdficate 
sales, local governmect bonding authority md tax benefit financing would fund the land 
purchases for both Alternatives 2 and 3 preserve systems, with an additional federal 
contribution necessary under Alternative 3. 

4. Incidental Take 

Under the No Action Alternative, the amount of incidental take for each listed species 
and species of concern is undetermined because it will be the cumulative result of 
project-by-project approvals by the USFWS over a 30-year period. On the other hand, 
the incidental take under Alternatives 2 and 3 can be quantified based upon the species' 
habitats not included within the preserves proposed by each alternative, respectively. See 
Table 5 for the quantification of take for each species. 

'Preserved Habitat Location 

Preserved habitat under the No Action Alternative will be located wherever the USEWS 
requires individual project owners acquire mitigation lands, resulting in habitat 
fragmentation without necessary buffers and corridors. Alternatives 2 and 3 set aside 
identified acreages and base their acquisition strategy on specrfic criteria for preserve unit 
size, width, edge-to-area ratios, and distances between preserve units. 

E. Prefixred Alternative 

Alternative 3 is the I p r e f d  aiternative of the USEWS because it sets aside additional 
habitat. for the golden-cfieeked warbler in the Lake Travis macrosite in close proximity 
to the BCNWR. This akmfive adequately resolves the USFWS concerns expressed in 
the July 22,1992 letter regarding the inadequate amount of warbler habitat located within 
the proposed preserve system. 
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Chapter Three 
cted Env-ironment 

A. Biological Resources 

This biology section discusses the existing biological resources and the ecology of the 
area encompassed by the proposed Permit (Travis County). Sensitive resources known 
to occur, as weil as those with the potential to occur, within the project area are included 
in the discussion. The secxion is divided into five parts: (1) regional; (2) plant and 
animal species of the Edwards Plateau in western Travis County; (3) federal and state 
threatened, endangered, and candidate species covered by the BCCP; (4) other species 
of concern; and (5) macrosite descriptions. 

1. Regional 

This section includes a general. discussion of the ways Travis County's geology, mils, 

'. 
hydrology, and vegetation interact to support the proposed permit area's (Tsavis County) 
unique ecosystem. Moreover, several of the species included in the Permit are not 
limited to Travis County. Their ecology is best understood if the regional context of 
their populationsJ distributions is known. 

a. Geology and Soils 

Travis County lies along the transition zone between two major physiographic ngiom: 
* 

the Edwards Plateau to the west, am the Blackland Praide to the east (Figure 6). Many 
of the major differences between these regions relate to the diffaing, bedrock units 
beneath them, Aside from the alluvium associated with the Colorado River, which is 
common to both regions,.the dominant rock types differ significantly froni east to west. 
G e n d y ,  the Blackland Prairie is underlain by clay, sand, graveis, and, in the area 
dosest to the Bhvards PIateau boundary, bestone. The Edwards Platt#u is ~11d* 
by hard hestone, mixed limestone dolomite, and dolomite limestone. Soils in the 
@t area grade fbm deep, fertile rnollisols of the Blackland Prairie to thin, stony, 
poor s0it.l on the Edwards Plateau (Garner and Young 1976). 
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Tmvis County geology is characterized by several distinctive features. The Balcones 
Escarpment is a fauit that runs in a norch-south direction just west of Austin. Western 
Travis County is a hilly area, heavily eroded into numerous small valleys, on the 
upthrust side of the-~alcones Escarpment. The Colorado River, which flows from 
northwest to east through Austln, marks the boundary between the Hill Country to the 
southwest and the generaily flatter Lampasas Cut Plain to the north. North of the 
Colorado River, the plateaus and ridges are capped by hard Edwards limestone, which 
is a porous rock formation containing several large aquifers. Some of the Edwards 
limestone has formed karst, a limestone topography in which the passage of water creates 
numerous caves, sinkholes, and fissures (BAT 1990). 

The geology of this area accounts for the distribution of rare and endangered species. 
North of the Colorado River, the geologic formations contain several large aquifers and 
have characteristics that provide habitat for several rare species. Numerous karst areas 
of the Edwards limestone are isolated from one another by river and stteam canyons, 
drainage divides, outcn,ppings of noncavernous formations, and sometimes faults. 
SimiZar to an isfand, each isolated piece of karst has acquired an endemic biota (BAT 
1990). 

Westem Travis County may be charactedzed as a rocky area with thin soils. Elevations 
within the permit area range from 400 to 1400 feet above mean sea level. Surface 
dention also follows an east to west gradient, with the lowest areas occuniug along the 
Colorado Rives in eastern Travis County. These physical characteristics give rise to 
&vergent vegetation and wildlife community types as well. Regional vegetation and 
wildlife tesources witl be discussed in ensuing baselin- sections. 

Sod types for each watersfitxi are delineated into 46 ;nte soil mapping units. Each 
mapping unit describes specific soil characteristics, such as texture, depth, slope, and 
water-holding capacity. 

~ h d  predominant upland soils found are Brackett series (BID and BoF) and Tanant 
series soils Val3 and TcA). Brackeit soils occupy roughly two to three times @e area 
associated with Tartant so&. Both BLI) and BoF soils are gravelly clay loam or day 
loam soils approxix~tely 18 inches in depth, with low permeability. TaD and TcA-soils 
are W o w  days, also with low permeability. Both Brackett and Tanant sedes soils 
have a relatively high runoff potentiaL 

b. Hydrology 

Other important physiographic factors which influence the region include S* and 
gmundwater resources. The Colorado River and its tributaries have dramatidy shaped 
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the terrain in the permit area. Again, there is an east to west trend which may be 
obsemed. Within the pennit area, the drainages on the Blackland Praide are only 
slightly to rnoderatelv d i s ~ ~ ,  whereas those of the Edwards Plateau are highly 
dissected. ?hi4 dir&on is most pronounced in the southeastern portion of the Edwards 
Plateau, hown as the Balcones fault zone. Within the permit area, this zone lies west 
of a northeast to southwest h e  which roughly approximates the current ali-went of the 
MOPAC Railroad. 

Over time, as the Colorado River and its tributaries have entered this fault zone, they 
have carved an intricate system of canyons through the underlying limestone. The 
canyons of this southeast portion of the Edwards Plateau are chzuxterized by 
comparatively high relief. These are the Balcones Canyonlands which give the proposed 
conservation plan its name. 

Along with notable surface water features, this zone of hctuxing creates nearly direct 
contact through recharge features to the Edwards aquifer system. The Edwards aquifer 
system, which is generally considered to be coterminous with the Batcones fault zone, 
extends 250 miles in an arc through 10 wuntia in southwestern and central Texas. This 
larger system is divided into two hydrologically divided sections referred to as the "San 
Antonio area" and "Austin area" aquifers. The Austin area portion of the Edwards 
aquifer extends through parts of Hays, Travis, Williamson, and Befl counties, covedng 
approximately 80 miles between the cities of Kyle and Belton. The Austin area portion 
of the aquifer is further subdivided into northern and southern segments, with the 
southern part, between the Kyle area and the Colorado River, ref& to as the B;liton 
Springs segment of the Edwards aquifer. Figure 7 illustrates the approximate boundarks 
of these segments of the Edwards aquifer. Water e n W g  the Edwards aquifer from 
rainfall events and streamflow south of the Colorado River in FfaVs and Travis counties 
flows northward through underground channels towards Barton Springs, located in 
Austin's Zilker Park. These springs discharge an ave.rage of SO cubic feet per second 
of water, which flows through the Barton Springs Pool and discharges @)ugh Barton 
Creek into Town L a k ~  on the Colorado River (City of Austin 1983; Gaqer and Young 
1976; Marek et al. 198 1; Woodruff and Slade 1986). 

- 

The Edwards Plateau portion of the county may be characterized as a strongly c k e c k i  
limestone outcrop tabIeiand bordered abruptly on the east by the Balcones Exult zone0.r 
Balcones Escarpment (Amos and Gehlbach 1988). The resulting physiography offers a 
variety of habitat types for plant and animal species. In addition to temstrM habitat, 
the underlying karstic hes tone  with its hetming and soiution dissolving ac- 
provides diverse subtenanem habitat for specially adapted invertebrate and vertebQte 
species. The cave environment of central Texas, including that within the permit area, 



- 
has b e 3  recognized to support one of the most imporrant cave faunas in the world 
(Elliott and Reddell 1989). 

c. Vegetation - 

The vegetation of the Edwards portion of the permit area is floristically diverse. The 
permanently watered canyons and fairly widely separated rolling uplands create a system 
conducive to endemisrn (a situation where pnysid or biological factors cause a species 
to be restricted to a particular locality). The Edwards Plateau is a refuge of numerous 
floral endemics (Correll and Johnston 1979). As Amos and Rowell (1988) have pointed 
out, there are four hypotheses that may account for the high occurrence of endemisrn in 
the region. The first hypothesis, put forth by Palmer (1920), suggat~ that these endemic 
species inhabit relicrual rehgia mated by late Tertiary or early Pleistocene isolation. 
Another explanation is that the limestone canyons, cliffs, and seeps of the region 
harbored unique species long before floral isolation from eastern and western forests 
(Amos and Rowell 1988). A third hypothesis maintains that the Edwards Plateau is an 
area where eastem forest, western desert, and Mexican subtropical floristic regions 
overlap, providing an arena for hybridization of many diverse species (Amos and Rowell 
1988). A fourth hypothesis is that because none of the first three hypotheses 
satisfactorily explain all of the endemic occunences, it is possible that a combination of 
these factors could be involved (Amos and Roweil 1988). The mesic canyonlands and 
rocky uplands which support the rare plants also provide habitat for the endangered 
songbirds. 
\ 

The key factors within the proposed BCCP preserve area wbich combine to form such 
a unique ecosystem are not only its basic physiographic components @edrock, mils, and 
water resources) but also its dynamism and synergism. Wddfires historically passed over 
these uplands, contributing to the low, dense stature of their vegetation, which in tun 
provided nesting substrate for the blackcapped vireo. The mriim waters which cut the 
canyons that support the bmcted twistflower, canyon mochrange, and golden-cfieebi 
warbler also pass through the soluble limestone bedrock to provide the cave habfmt and 
nutrients for the cave-dwetling organisms. The canyons separate the dry, rocky ufilands, 
creating island-type populations of cave-dwdlhg species between the drainages. 

2. Piant and Animal Species of the Edwards Plateau 
in Western Travis County 

Throughout the following sections pertaining to the various floral and faunal groups, 
references are made to the ecological regions and biotic provinces of Texas. The 
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principal sources for these references are Gould (1975) and Hatch et al. (1990) for 
vegetation and Blair (1950) for faunal resources. Travis County falls in an ecotone 
where distributional influences from surrounding areas axe significant. Figure 8 locates 
Travis County with respect to the ecological regions of Texas as defined by Gould (1975) 
and Ratch et al. (1990). Figure 9 illustrates Travis County with respect to the biotic 
regions of Texas as defined by Blair (1950). Since the proposed p e ~ t  covers only 
federally-listed species whose Travis County ranges are limited to its western portion, 
the primary biogeographic focus in this section is on the Edwards Plateau ecologid 
region and Balconian biotic province. 

a, Vegetation 

Western Travis County is characterized by high refief and is highly dissected by the 
Colorado River and its tributaries. Dominant vegetation communities incfude 
grasdandlsavannah, oak-juniper woodlands, and bottomland/riparian woodlands. 
Numerous endemics, species at the Limit of their ranges, and distinct, refictual 
populations form a unique component of the Edwards Plateau flora More 
infomation regaxding the vegetation of westem Travis County may be found in the 
Comprehensive Repoa of the Biologic. Advisory Team of the BCCP (BAT 1990). Part 
3 of this section discusses in detail the natural history of the two plant species to be 
included on the Pennit. 

b, Invertebrates 
'\., 

Invertebrates of the Batconian biotic province occupy numerous emlogical niches. One 
example is the unique assemblage of invertebrates inhabiting the subtenanem fzatwes 
and associated springs and spring-fed drarnages of the Balcones Canyonlands and 
surrounding Edwards limestone topography. Although little d d p t i v e  or quantitative 
data is available on the magnitude of the investebrate resource, over 700 species of 
invertebrate species have been coIIectrxi from Texas caves with more than 100 species 
being troglobitic (Mitchell and Reddeil 1971). The pmposed Permit a k h ~ ~  six 
federatly-kted and 25 other species of subterraneafl invertebrates, which:are addressed 
in this section and the other species o f  concern section. 

T6e kant in;veztebrate~ of w&tem Travis County consist largely of obligate- and 
. facultative troglobitic arthropods including amphipods, is@, scorpim, spidspiders, 

pseudoscorpions, mites and ticks, centipedes, ~~, and insects. In addition to the 
snummms troglobitic arthropods inhabiting caves in the pennit area, other invertebrates 
~.epresenting the phyla Ph~helminthes, Mohsca, and ~nnelida are also faundinhabiting 
k a s t  features of the T o l l m e  Pfateau (Elliott and Reddell 1989). In g e .  those 
S p d S  which are obligate trogtnbites require high humidity and stable tempera;tures.. It 
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is also believed that nutrient input (e.g., leaves and dead animals) from "cave visitors" 
(e.g., raccoons and bats) is an important mechanism for maintaining nutrient cycles and 
energy flow into the karst ecosystems (EUiott and Reddell 1989). More details regarding 
the invertebrate species addressed in the proposai Permit may be found in part 3 of this 
section. 

c. Fish 
The ichthyofauna of the Colorado River watershed represents an a t o n a l  assemblage 
consisting of representatives from eastern (Mississippi Valley) and western (Rio Gmde 
Valley) groups (Mosier and Ray 1992). There are 59 primary freshwater species native 
to the basin, and a few exotic species have been accidentally or purposefully introduced 
into the watershed. No species of k h  are addressed in the proposed Pennit. 

The smalleye shiner (Nonopis buccula), a federally-listed (Category 2 [C2]) species, has 
apparently been introduced into the Colorado River basin f?om the Brazos River barin. 
A single specimen was collected on W d e r  Creek within the pennit area (Lee et ai. 
1980). The Guadalupe bass (Microptem treculi) is a federally-listed C2 endemic limited 
to a few drainages dong the eastern edge of the Edwards Plateau, including the Colorado 
River upstream of Austin, and is considered an important game fish. The blue sucker 
(Cyclepm elongarus) is also a federally-listed C2 species inhabiting the mainstem of the 
Colorado River. Lee at al. (1980) suggested the construction of dams along major 
drainages has contributed to the dedline of, this species because dams block their 
migration routes. 

d. Reptiles and Amphibians 

Texas is home to 204 species of reptiles and amphihias; of these, 76 inhabit the 
Balmnian biotic province. This province is characterized as an emtonal region with 
nzqect to herpetofaunal distributions. The reptilian fauna of the Balwnian provinct= is 
represented by a single species of land W e ,  10 aquatic turtle species, 16 sped= of 
kafds, and 36 species of snabes. None of the reptiles are restricted to the Wconian 
pmvince. The BaLc~nian province is home to 15 species of frogs and toads p d  13 
species of sabmmdm. Eight of the 13 salamanders are endemic to small ''islands" of 
subterranean WatercOufses and spzings ofthe Edwards aquifer. There are no endangered 
or threatened reptiles or amphibians addressed as primary species under the proposed 
Pennit. Herpetofaunal species deserving scrutiny throughout the life of the pmposed 
Pennit indude the Eurycea ralamanders and the Texas horned lizard. These species an: 
described in more detail in section 3. 

Salamandm from the genus Eluycea are unique members of epigean (associated with the 
mud surface) wmmunities. They utilize the isolated units of habitat found ody in 



LEGEND 

1 Pineywoods 
2 Gulf Prairies and Marshes 
3 Post Oak Savannah 
4 Blackland Prairies 
5 Cross Timbers and Prairies 
6 South Texas Plains 

I 7 ~ d w a d s  Plateau 
8 Rolling Plains 
9 Highplains 
10 Trans-Pecos, Mountains and Basins 

Source: Gould 1975 

Travis County and the Ecologcd Fegions of Texi I 





Travis County and the Biotic Regioions of Texai 

Source: Blair 1950 

FIGURE 9 ' 





" - k Biological Resources 3. Affected Emironmart 

- 
places where the subterranean watercourses meet the aquatic systems on the surface. 
Many of these neotenic species, such as the Barton Springs salamander, occur only 
one geographical location, and like the h s t  invertebrates, Eurycea salamanders exhibit 
a high degree of biogeographical provincialism. It is probable that a new species, the 
Tollyville salamander, will be described in the scientific literature and added to the lisl: 
of endemic biota. More information regarding the Eurycea salamanders may be found 
in part 3)b) of this sectian. 

The Texas homed Lizard, federally-listed as C2, inhabits flat, open knain with sparse 
vegetation in sandy, gravelly, or loamy soils. To Txavis County, the Texas horned lizard 
is a very local resident of oak-juniper uglands and old-field areas. 

e. Birds 

This section briefly describes the avian cornrnuniry of the Edwards Plateau. Travis 
County hosl nearly 400 avian species from SO families (Audubon Society 1984). The 
bird life of western Travis County reflects a general trend toward biogeographic overlap 
in species distribution. The wooded riparian areas ailow eastern (Austroriparian) birds 
to thrive while the more xeric, brushy areas on uplands sustain species with western 
(Chihuahuan) and southern (neotropical or Tdmaulipan) af3bities. The federally 
endangered black-capped vireo and the golden-cheeked warbler are addressed as primary 
species under the proposed Pennit. More specific information regarding these two 
species may be found in part 3)b) of this section. 

. f. Mammals 

The Balconian biotic province is home, or has been home, to 57 species of mammals, 
none of which occur solely in ttris province. As with the other vertebrate p u p s ,  the 
mammals of the Balconian province receive distributional influence from the 
Austmriparian, Kansan, Chihuahuan, and Tamaulipan provinces. Mammalian population 
densities are lower in the Eaiconian province, for the most part, than those in the 
Tamaulipan province to the south. Blair (1950) atWutes this to the tran'sitional nature 
of the habitat and ov-g. Both of these factors work to lower potenrial mnryin% 
~ap&ties for species already at the periphery of prefened ranges. There are no mammal 
species targeted for consideration under the proposed Permit. - 
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3. Federal and State Threatened and Endangered 
Species Considered in the BCCP Section 
IO(a) (1) (B) Permit Application 

This section is intended (a) to provide brief innoducdons to the protected species listing 
uld monitoring processes employed by federal, state, and private entities and (b) to give 
brief life history descriptions of federally-listed threatened md endangered species 
addressed in the BCCP Permit. 

a. Listing and Monitoring Process 

Federal-U.S. Fish and Wijldlife SerPice 

The USFWS has legislative authority to list and monitor the status of species whose 
populations are considered to be impeded. This f e d d  legdative authority for the 
protection of h t e n e d  and endangered species issues from the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 and its subsequent amendments. Lists of threatened and endangered species are 
codified and regularfy updated in Sections 17.11 and 17.12 of Title SO of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. The federal p r m s  stratifies potential candidates based upon the 
species' biological vulnerabzty. The vulnerability decision is based upon many factors 
affecting the specia within its range and is always linked to the best scientific data 
available to the USFWS at the present &e. Species lisred as ~dangered  @) or 
threatened (T) by the USFWS are provided full protection. This protection includes 
prohibition of destruction of habitat 3 it results in the take of listed species. The ESA 
and accompanying regulations provide the necessary authority and incentive for the 
individual states to estabiish their own reguiatory guidelines for the management and 
protection of threatened and endangered species. Table 6 presents the current federal 
status of those species either found or with the potential to be found in the BCCP permit 
area. Footnotes below the table explain the rationale of the various chsificati~ns. 
of the descdbed sped= are discussed below based upon current as well as fut@ (30- 
year permit period) wncerns for the stabiliv and survival. . 

State-Texas Parks and Wildlife Department - 

Endangered species legislation was passed in Texas in 1973 and amended in 1981,1985, 
and 1987 (TPWD 199 lb). Subsequently, the 1975 and 198 1 revisions to the Texas Parks 
and Wdidlie Code established a state regulatory vehicle for the management and 
prokction of listed threatened and endangered spies.  Chapters 67 and 68 (1975 
revisions) of the code authorize TPWD to fomndate lists of threatened and endangered 
fish and wildlife ~ p d e s  and to regulate the taking or possession of the  we^. A 1981 



TABLE 6 
SPECIES OF CONCERN FOUND IN OR W T H  TIiE POTENTIAL TO BE FOUND lP4 TRAVIS COlJNTY 

BCCP Species Status 
Stahis Common NameIScientific Name USFWS' TPWD BCDZ BCCP Study Area Distribi~tiorl 

Tooth Cave spider 
Neoleptoneta myopica 

Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion 
Tmarocreagris texana 

Tooth Cave ground beetle 
Rhdne persephane 

Kretschmarr Cave mold beetle 
Texamaurops r d e l l i  

Bee Creek Cave harvestman 
T e l l a  ruidelli 

T e l l a  r e p i  
Tetella spimperca 
Diplowrdia sp. T 
Cicurina (Cicurella) bandida 
Cicurina (Cicurella) n. sp. 2 
Cicurina (Cicurella) reddeli 
Cicurina (Cicurella) cueva 
Cicurlna (Cicurella) ellioti 
Cicurina (Cicurella) reyesi 
Cicurina (Cicurella) fravisae 
Cicurina (Cicurella) n. sp. 8 
Cfcu@na wartoni 
Neoleponeta mcinna 
Neokptoneta dcvia 
Eldman+lla rcclusa 
Microtrkiurtl sp* 
AphrustoCh?honius N. S. 
Tartaroacagrir comancfte 
Tartarorrcagrir intennuila 

Two caves 

Two caves 

Few caves 

Few cuvcs 

See discussion in text 

Sea discussion in text 
One cave 
One cave 
Two caves 
Few caves 
One cave 
Two caves 
Five caves 
One cave 
Ten caves 
One cave 
One cave 
Two caves 
One cave 
Four caves 
One cave 
One cave 
One cave 
Two caves 
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SPECIES OF CONCERN FOUND IN OK WlTH TIIE POTENTIAL TO BE FOUND IN TRAVIS COUNTY 
(continued) 

Tartaromgrk reddelli 
Tartarocreagris i$ernalis 
Ta flaromeagris N. S. 
ljrannochthonius n. sp. 
Stygobromus balconis 
Stygobromus b~$rcatrus 
Gaecldbfea redcielli 
'Itichon iscinae N. S. 
MiRtoniscus N.S. 
Speodesmus n. sp. 
Arrhopalltes pygmaeus 
Lapygidae n. gen & n. sp. 
3).ichatclura n. sp. 
Rhadine austinica 
Rhadine wselli 
Rhadine subtenanea mitchelli 
Rhadine subterranea subten-anea 
Batrisodes n. sp. 
Candona sp. nr. stagnalis 
Sphalloplana mohri 

M a h n  leatherwoodi 
Phreatodrobia punctata 
Phreatodrobia nugax nugax 
Stygopyrgus bartonensis 

Smalleye &her 
Notropis buccula 

Sharpnose shiner 
Notropis aryrhynchus 

Guadalupe bass 
M{croptmrs treculi 

Blue su'ctrer 

One cave 
Two caves 
BCNWR 
Several caves 
Three caves 
Extremely l t m l  
Three c a w  
Two caves 
One cave 
Nine caves 
Widespread 
One cave 
One cave 
24 caves 
Two caves 
Thee  caves 
Nine caves 
One cave 
Two caves 
One cave 

One or two localities 
Bartinsprings 
Barton Springs 
Barton Springs 

Waller Creek, 1 specimen 

Not io study area 

Colorado River 

Mainstem Colorado River 
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TABLE 6 

SPECIES OF COPJCERN FOUND IN ORWITH THE POTENTIAL TO BE POUND M TRAVIS COUNTY 
(continued) 

"Barton Springs" mlamander 
Euryw 8p. 

Texas salamander 
Eurycua neotenes 

Newly found Eurycea sp. 

Alligator mapping turtle 
Macrockmy temminckil 

Texas map turtle 
Graptunys versa 

Texas horned lizard 
Phrynosoma cvmurum 
Milk snake 

Lampropeltis triangulum 
American alligator 

Alligator mississipple~wis 
Texas garter snake 

-nophis sirtalis annectens 

Brown pelican 
Pekcunus occidentalis 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus leuaocephalus 

Peregrine falcon 
Faloo peregrinus 

Whooping c m e  
Griq .amerlcana 

Piping plover 
Charadrlus mekdus 

Interior least tern 
Sterna antiflanun athalassos 

G l S l  

G3S3 

- 

G5S3 

G4S4 

G5S5 

G5S? 

G5S4 

G5S3 

G5S 1 

G3S2 

G3S1 

G l S l  

G3S1 

G4S2 

Poorly known, very local 

Species complex fiiirly widespread 

12 loclrtions 

Not in study area 

Flrrly conmon resitient 

Very local resident 

Sparse 

Sparso 

Edge of original distribution 

Accidental vagrant 

Rare transient 

Uncommon migrsllt 

Very rare migrant 

Rare migrant 

Very rare. migrant 





TABLE 6 

SPECIES OF CONCERN FOUND IN OR+TH THE POTENTIAL TO BE FOUND IN TRAVIS COUNTY 
(continued) 

D2 

D2 

D2 

UIMMaLs 
None 
PLANTS 
D6 

P 

S 

PD 

S,D3 

D6 

P 

colbmmimu 

Rynchops nigcr 
Northem saw-whd owl 

Acgoliw acadlcw 
Ringed kingfisher 

Ceryle torquafa 
Grace's warbIer 

Deniiroica graciae 

Heller'e marbleseed 3C 
Onosmodlum helleri 

Bracted twistflower C2 s 

Srreptanrhus braaeatus 
Texabama croton C2 

Croton L$ alubarnensis 
Texaa arnorpha C2 

A m o r -  rumerana 
Correll's hlse dragon-head C 2  
Physostegia correlli 

Buckley tridens - 
"Mdens buckleyanw 

Canyon wk-orange C2 
Philadclphus mcstii 

Ahidentat vagrant 

Very rare visitor 

Accidental v t lg~nt  

G3S3 Locally common 

G2S2 Eight localitis 

GlSlQ Few popdations 

G3S3 Locally common 

- G2S2 One historicnl locality 

G2S2 El~vvw lwalities 

G l S l  Four localities 

D7 Tall ~ r m s  prairie - - G2S2 Nearly extirpetecl 
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SPECIES OF CONCERN FOUND IN OR WITH THE POTENTIAL TO BE FOUND IN TRAVTS COUNTY 

(continued) 

BCCP STATUS 
P = Primary species; d y  ones included in the BCCP 
PD = Primary species in early 1989, no longer a primary species 
S = Secondary species; subject to future review 
D 1 = Deleted. Taxa not found in study area 
D2 = Deleted. No biologically significant occurrence in BCCP study area (no breeding or wintering; only migratory or vagrants) 
D3 = Deleted. Substantial and important portions of range are outside BCCP area 
D4 = Deleted. Taxa is no longer valid taxonomically 
D5 = Deleted. The American alligator is classified by the USEWS as 'threatened by similarity of appearance' to other listed populations or species. 

The species is not biologically threatened in the United States. 
D6 = Deleted. Plants that were not Category 1 or 2, threatened or endangered, were deleted. 
D7 = Deleted. Communities are not protectable by a Section 10(a) permit 
D8 = Deleted. Taxonomic status uncertain. 
D9 = Deleted. In the study area, there has been extensive hybridization of this species with others. In the study area, the species probably no longer 

exists as a distinct genetic entity. 

AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS PROVIDING STATUS INFORMATION: 
USFWS = United S t a h  Fish. and Wildlife Service 
TPWD = Texas Parts and Wildlife Department 
BCD = Biological Conseryation Database, Endangered Resource Branch, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department) 

USFWS STATUS COI?ES; 
E = Endangered (in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range) 
T = Threatened (likely to becow endangered within the foreseeable fuhlte throughout all or a significant portion of its range) 
Em = Two subspecies listed: one as endangered, one as threatened 

, c1 = Appropriate to be listed as B or T; proposed mle anticipated 
' C 2  = Listing "possibIy appropriate"; research needed 

,, 3C = No longer considepi for listing; more widespread than previously thought, or no significant threat 



TABLE 6 
SPECIES OF COPJCERN FOUND IN OR WITH THE POTENTIAL TO BE POUND IN TRAVIS COUNTY 

(continued) 

TNHP STATUS CODES: 
01 = Lesa than 6 occurrences globally 
G2 = 6 to 20 occurnedtcerr globally 
(33 - 21 to 100 occurrancae globally 
6 4  = Apparently secure globally, may be quite ram in parts of its range 
G5 = Demonstrably seewe globally 
Sf = Less than 6 ocwmww statewide 
S2 = 6 to 20 occurreaces statewide 
S3 = 21 100 occ~.lrre;ncea statewide 
S4 = Apparently secure in the state, may be quite rare in parts of the state 
S5 = Demonstmbly secure in the state 
S? = There ie no &tab listing 
Q = Questionabls pxonomy 

M)R ALL AGEHCIES; 
- = Not listed. In some cases species are not listed because of bureaucratic delays or because of lack of legal jurisdiction rather than because of 

biolo&al &ns. 
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revision (and 1985 amendment) to the code provides authority for TPWD to designate 
plant species as threatened or endangered and to prohibit commercial cokction or sale 
of these species without perdu. 

TPWD endangered species regulations are promulgated as Sections 65.171-65.177, 
65.181-65.184, and 69.01-69.14 of the Texas Administrative Code (authorized by 
Clqters 67, 68, and 88 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, respectively). These 
sections regulate the taking, possessing, transporting, exporting, processing, selling or 
o£Fering for sale, or shipping of state listed endangered or threatened species of fish, 
wildlLfe, and plants. Neither specific criteria for the listing of plant and animal species 
nor protection from indirect take (i.e., destruction of habitat or unfavorable management 
practices) is found in either of the above-mentioned statutes or regulations (TPWD 
199 lb). 

Functionaily, the TPWD oversees endangered resources through the Resource Protection 
Division. The division is further divided into branches, inciuding the Endangered 
Resources Branch. The Endangered Resources Branch lists, regulates, and prepares 
plans for the recovery of threatened and endangered species; and, catalogs, monitors, and 
provides information on rare species and communities of concan (TPWD 199 1b). Table 
6 also includes the status of state-Listed endangered or threatened species as well as the 
Biologid Conservation Database's list of rare species and communities of concern. 

b. Life Ristory Descriptions of BCCP Species of'concefn 

'.There are basically three levels of consideration which have been implemented 
b u g h o u t  the habitat conservation planning process for sensitive species in Travis 
County. The first level of consideration is the eight species (two birds and six 
invertebrates) discussed below which are curcentiy listed by the USFWS as endangered 
and are the primary f m  of the proposed Permit for Tmvis County. The second levd 
of consideration inchdes the bracted twistflower, m y o z ~  mockorange, and Texabama 
mion, which are federally-listed as C2, ttvee Eruycea salamanders (CI and C2 species), 
which could feasibly be listed within the life of the proposed permit and a p p r o m y  
30 invertebrates that could be listed over the life of the Permit.. The third fwd of 
consideration is the species of conaim that are not jmqhentb threw& for various 
reasons. Common examples of specks in. this third level indude those which are fmd  
to be more common than origbdly suspected, are still pending furtbx scientifii: mkw,. 
or are species with large and important portions of their ranges outside Travis County. 



- 
While species at this third level do not currently warrant significant protection or 
management emphasis, they bear consideration and scrutiny throughout the Llfe of the 
permit. 

Black-Capped Vireo 

The endangered blacbcapped vireo is unique among vireos due to differing coloration 
between sexes and delayed plumage maturation (USFWS 1991). -Mature males and 
females have two wing bars, brownish-red eyes, white eye rings with connecting l o d  
stripes (spectacled), olive-colored backs, and whitish breast and b d y .  Mature males 
have glossy black heads and immature males (first b&g season) have gray napes and 
posterior crowns. Mature females are generally similar to males except their head is 
slate-gray colored (BAT 1990; USFWS 1991). 

The br-g range for the black-capped vireo currently indudes portions of Oklahoma, 
Texas, and Mexico and its wintering range is the Pacific coast of Mexico. Figure 10 
illustrates the known breeding and wintedng ranges of the black-cagped vireo. 

The bkk-capped vireo population in Oklahoma has been reduced to slightly more than 
300 birds in three areas. The majority (225-300) of Oklahoma blackcapped vireos is 
found in the Wichita Mountains Wrldlife Refuge and adjacent Fort Sill Mili&ry 
Reservation in Comanche County. The other two localities are at high risk. One of i 

these, f.ocated on the CanadiadCaddo County border, only had one bird present in 1990. 

The remaining group is located in Bfaine County and consisted of only six b d g  
in 5990 (USEWS 1991). 

The Texas black-capped vireo breeding population consists of about 1,500 birds or  620 
pairs in 34 counties in north central Texas, on the Lampasas Cut Plains, on the Edwards 
Plateau, on the Stockon P k u ,  and in the Trans-Pecos (USFWS 1991). the 
pennit area the vireo population numbers less than 100 birds (Kent S. ]Butler & 
Associates IgSB&N and Espey, Huston & Associates, Inc, @&%A1 1992). Tbe largest 
~0ncentratiwsofbrefxiingbirdsin~exascxrmrat~ort~d~ilit;lry~inBe3]. 
and Cory& counties (several hundred), inwestern &en:andmcountieS,  andin the 
canyons of the upper bend of the Rio GDnde Riva and thecanyons of the D ~ S  Rhm 
(300-400) m 1991). 



A' Biological Resources 3. Affected Environment 

- 
Little is known about the wintering activity of the black-capped vireo. Winter 
observations come mainly from the Mexican states of Durango, Sinoloa, Nayarit, and 
Jalisco, with a few m r a s  also for Sonora, Guerrero, and Oaxaca (USFWS 199 1). 

Black-capped vireos arrive in Texas between late March and late A p d .  They leave 
Texas by lateSeptember. Typically, adult males arrive in Texas before femaies and 
hst-year males and stay later in the fall. Nest building begins when females arrive, 
requires two to five days for completion, and continues through mid-August. There are 
three to four eggs laid per nesting attempt with up to six nesting attempts (USFWS 
1991). Black-capped vireos construct small, cupshaped nests which are usually 
suspended from forks in horizontal branches at heights between 40-120 centimeters in the 
densest zones of deciduous vegetation (BAT 1990; USFWS 1991). 

Breeding habitat throughout the black-capped vireo's range varies considerably in its 
vegetational characteristics. Generally, it is described as shrubland composed of thickets 
and clumps of varying size and distribution where vegetation cover extends to ground 
level. In Texas and Oklahoma, this configuration typically is found in shallow soils over 
rocky substrate in gullies, ravine edges, and on eroded slopes. The succession rate of 
any given habitat patch, which affects suitability for vireos, is primarily Xuenced by 
underlying geology and soils, slope, and species composition. Periodic site disturbances 
(fire, browsing, etc.) also seem to influence the habitat patches' extent and height 
(OSFWS 1991). 

,In Travis County, the areas most heavily utilized by breeding black-capped vireos are in 
vegetational areas recovezing from bunzing or detaring which are underlain by 
Fredericksburg limestones. The most common nesting substrates chosen are sumacs 
(Rhus spp.) (USFWS 1991), which is typically associated with shin oak (Querm 
durandii var. brevibba), Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashez], Texas oak (Querw b d e y z ) ,  
plateau live oak (Quercus jhifonnis), and other woody vegetation which forms an open 
to partially closed canopy (KSB&A and =&A 1992). The status and locations o i  vireo 
populations in the permit area are discussed in the following paragraphs, xiin 
Table 7, and illustrated in Figure 11. The text, table, and graphic are taken &m the 
City of Austin's Phase Iapplication of the BCCP (1993a). 

During the 1990 breeding season, DLS Associates monitored black-capped vireo pop 
uiations at s e v d  areas in western Travis County @LS Awcktes 1990a). According 
to DLS Associates (1990a), field surveys in western Travis Cou- (excluding the Post 
Oak Ridge area) conducted during the 1990 breeding season revealed a total of 28 
bfack-apped vireo pairs. V i i s  in the Comanche Peak area comprise aver one-half of 
the westem Travis County breeding population with 15 mated pairs. Six vka pairs were 
recorded from the Davenport Rancmld Basin area, five pairs w a e  found in The Parke 
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TABLE 7 
ACREAGE OF KNOWN OCCUPIED BLACK-CAPPED VmEO HABITAT 

IN THE BCCP PERMIT AREA 

Recommended Preserve Areas 
Total Area Percent Total Area Percent 

Preserve Public1 Protected Protected Unprotected Unprotected ' Total 
Macrosite Acquisition Institutional (Recommended) (Recommended) (Recommended) (Recommended) Area 

Lake Travis 0 0 0 0.0 55 100.0 55 
Devil's Hollow 
cypress Creek 
Bull Creek 
North Lake Austin 
South Lake Austin 
West Austin 
Pedernales River 
Barton Creek 
Southwest Austin 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
TOTAL 679 466 1,145 58.0 826 42.0 1,971 

NOTE: The information here is complete through 1995 (w tex t ) .  
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area, one pair was at Vireo Hill on Tne Uplands, and at least one pair occurred in the 
n o d  snorelsouth Jonestown Hills area. Other parts of the study area containing 
blackapped vlreos are the areas on the north shore of Lake Travis, south Jonestown 
Hills, north of Bee Czve Road on the Wolf Ranch. and near the intersection of Loop 360 
and Spicewood Springs Road @LS Associates 1990a). Reproduction within the four 
areas containing black-capmi vireos monitored by DL3 Associates (1990a) in western 
Travis County (i.e., Comanche Peak, The Parke, Davenport, and Virm Ffill) was lower 
in 1990 than in 1989. During the 1990 b r a g  season, 32 blackcapped vireo nests 
were observed, 11 of which were successful. Between 14 and 15 young fledged fiom 
these observed nests; an additional 11 young fledged from unobserved nests. By 
comparison, 39 nests were observed in 1989, 21 of which were successful. Betwen 58 
and 60 blackcapped vireo young fledged from the observed nests, while an additional 
9 or 10 young fledged from unobserved nests @LS Associates 1990a). 

DLS Associates continued the bkk-capped vireo monitoring and banding program 
during the 1991 nesting season. A total of 84-85 adult vireos representing at least 28 
nesting pairs were observed in 199 1 in the areas previously covered by the 1989 and 
1990 censuses (further vireo populations were documented in the Post Oak Ridge area). 
This represented little overall change, except that, while most groups of vireos had 
dedined, the colony at The Parke had increased from five mated pairs in 1990 to nine 
in 1991. In 1991, three of the observed vireos changed colony locations from the 
previous season. These included one male which relocated from Wild Basin in 1990 to 
The Parbe in 1991. Two 1990 fledglings from the Comanche Peak area were also found 
kt The Parke in 1991. 

The Texas Department of Transportation fI'xDOT) began monitoring of the vireo 
popuIations in Travis County in 1992 in the first year of a five-year effort (TxDOT 
1993). Access to the vireo colony at The Parke was not granted to researchers in 1992, 
thereby putting a constraint on overall monitoring efforts and comparisons with previous 
yeam Furthennore, not all recent locations where vireos had been reported in 1991 and 
earlier were checked by TxDOT. Approximately 24 d e s ,  pairs, andfor terxitoaa are 
discussed by TxDOT in their 1992 results. TxDOT indigfed that dudng 1995 they 
observed 40 to 45 individual vireos in Travis County. 

Although data on the Post Oak Ridge vireo population is limited, a substantial. number 
of vireos may exist in the area. Additional research is required to determine the actual 
size and extent of this group of vireos. Vim habitat in the Post Oak Ridge vicinity is 
typified by relati-vely extensive sfiinne,ks occuo;ing on ranch land currently in use for 
pasturing cattle and/or goats. During 1994 and 1995 two vireos were observed on 
recently acquired B C ~  lands and in 1993 and 1994 up to 34 vireo territories were 
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- observed on BCNWR lands outside of Travis County. 

The Comanche Peak area includes seven separate habitat localities occupied by vireos, 
which represent various xges of vegetational succession. One l&ty, Hippie Hollow, 
is dominated by mid-sucxssional vegetation on steq, south-facing slopes characterized 
by a variety of shrub species interspersed with trees and open grassy areas. Another 
area, Comanche Trail, is predominantly late successional habitat (approaching closed 
Area canopy) oak-juniper woodland, which wiil Likely be abandoned by the current group 
of vireos as it matures further. 

The Parkc is a good example of a recently disturbed area that has become occupied by 
vireos. This locality was unoccupied prior to 1989 (Sexton, pen. curnm. 1992; DLS 
Associates 1990a). Prior to 1989, the Ashe juniper had been cut and much of it was left 
as sfash on the ground. By 1989 the existing vegetation community that included shin 
oak, second-growth juniper, and a vaxiety of shrub species, had developed the structure 
and composition capable of supporting vireos. Eleven males and four to five females 
representing five breeding pairs were observed at The Parke in 1989 and 1990 @LS 
Associates 1990a). Observations of banded individuals indicate that this area has been 
colonized, at least in part, by vireos from other nearby localities such as Steiner Ranch, 
Hudson Bend, Hippie Hollow, and Comanche Trail @LS Associates l99Oa). 

The north shore of Lake Travis supports vireo habitat on steep, south-facing bias with 
a southem aspect. The vegetation hi the area is characterizn... by a dense growth of a 
variety of predominantly shrubby species. The cornbination of steep topopphy, 
southern exposure, and shallow soils is likely responsible for maintaining a vegetation 
community with the composition and structure to sumport vireos. Generally, even tree 
species in the locality exhibit a stunted fonn, and succession to a dosed-canopy woodland 
is u W y  or will be retarded by existing conditions. 

The Davenport Preserve4Wiid Basin area exemplifies good vireo habitat which su@~rts 
- a dechhg  number of vireos, probably due to its proximity to high4eLlSity tuban 

devdopment and hgmentation. Fragmentation and urban deveiopment%ue &y 
facbrs elsewhere, although perhaps not to the extent evident at this locality. 

The blackcapped vireo has s u f f d  a reduction in range and population size. This 
S@ES no longer nests in Kansas; it occurs in only three locales in Oklahoma, and is 
M y  to be extirpated h m  its former north central Texas and some of its cmrmt 
southeast Edwards Plateau range. The bird's Big Bend and Concho Valley pw*~ 
are also low. The principle reasons appear to be poor reproductive success and low 
swivorship due largely to nest parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds. Brom-headed 
cowbird populations are increasing and their range is creasinexpan&g dramatically. Brown- 

3-33 
..* 
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headed cowbird females lay their eggs in vireo nests, and, since the cowbird's incubation 
time is four to five days less than that of the vireo, the vireo eggs either never hatch, the 
vireo chi& are out-compete-d or the nest is abandoned. Vireo eggs are also damaged 
or removed by cowbird females fUSFWS 1991). 

Secondary threats to the black-capped vireo include direct habitat loss due to urbanization 
or road developments, overgrazing/browsing, natural vegetation succession, fire 
suppression, and various indirxt results of land uses. Examples or' this last category 
include urbanization-related increases in predation by raccoons, skunks, house cats, and 
jays and increased cowbird parasitism (USFWS 1991). 

Golden-Cheeked Warbler 

The endangered golden-cheeked warbler is a small (about 15 centimeters in length), 
insectivorous neotropical migratory bird that nests only in the mixed juniper-oak 
woodlands of Texas (BAT 1990; USEWS l99Zb). This is the only bird, out of the 61 1 
avian species known to have occurred in Texas, whose breeding range is entirely 
confined within the state's boundaries (BAT 1990). 

Adult males have a black crown, nape, back, throat, and upper breast. Their cheeks are 
bright yellow and are outtined in black. Their eyes are dark brown and possess a thin, 
black horizontal eyeline that extends from near the lower mandible through and beyond 
the eye. Wmgs are black with two white wing bars and underparts are white with some 
black spotting and streaking. Adult fernales are simiZarfy colored except their back is 
olive p n  with thin black streaks, their cheeks and eyelines are less brilTiant than those 
of the male, their throat is yellowish grading to buff, the black upper breast is narrower 
tfian that of the male, and their underparts are white. The net result is a markedly 
subdued version of the male (BAT 1990; USFWS 1992b). 

The breeding range for the golden-cheeked warbler includes 37 counties on the Lampasas 
Cut Plain, Edwards Plateau, and Wano Uplift regions of Texas. The warbler is thought 
to be extirpated in Concho, Tom Green, and Dallas counties. This species wintga in 
southern Mexico (state of Chiapas) and in the Central American countries of Guatemala, 
Honduras, and Nicaragua. Migrational records indicate the golden-cheelced warbler 
follows the coniferous-oak woodlands of the Sierra Madre Oriental in eastern Mexico 
('USFWS 1992b). Figure 12 illustrates the known breeding and wintedng ranges of the 
golden-cheeked warbler. 

The USFCVS estimates the carrying capacity of central Texas for the golden-cheeked 
warbler at 10,000 to 30,000 birds of which2,000 to 4,000reside in the permit area- In 
the Golden-cheeked Warbler Recovery Plan, the USFWS (1992b) estimates theoretical 
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populations at 18,486 pain in 1962; 14,750 pairs in 1974 and 13,800 territories in 1990. 

These figures are based upon habitat availability estimates assuming an average density 
of 50 acreslpair. 

Go1den-chr;eke.d waxblers return from wintering grounds in mid-March, with females 
arriving about a week later than males. Females construct cupshaped nests made of 
juniper bark strips and cobwebs as early as the fks week of April. Males often sing 
from prominent perches within established territories. These singing displays decrease 
after fledging and few songs are heard after mid-June. The incubation of the three to 
four egg clutch lasts 12 days. Nesting usually OCCUTS between April 3 and June 27 
(USrjvS 1992b). 

Golden-cheeked warblers bred in woodlands charactmized by a mix of Ashe juniper and 
various deciduous ttea including Texas oak, shin oak, and plateau live oak. The 
principle limiting factor is the presence of Ashe juniper with stripping bark, that is the 
waxbler's main nest consbxction component. Other factors conducive to nesting activity 
likely indude high a ~ ~ a b i t i t y  of arthropod prey, moderate to high degree of canopy 
cover, and possible proximity to water (USFWS 1992b), 

Golden-cheeked warbler habitat in the pennit area is widely considered to be the highest 
quality and least fragmented of any county in its range @AT 1990; KSB&A and E B M  
1992). The largest patches of highquality warbler habitat occur within the Bull CIS&, 
North Lake Austin and Cypress Creek mamsites. Table 8 .smmmka the amounts of 
warbler habitat by macrosite and Figure 13 illustrates warbler habitat distribution in 
w e s m  Travis County. This table and figure are from the City of Austin (1993a). 

The pdndpai timat to the golden-cheeked warbler and the reason for the spedes' 
emergency listing in 1990 is habitat destruction, modification, and fragmentation from 
urbanization and some range management practices. Other thats indude declining oak 
regeneration, oak wilt disease, nest parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird, and urban 
proximity. The USFWS (1992b) shows a 35 percent loss of available habitat since 1962, 
with a substantial acceleration of habitat loss due m sububan developmh in T-, 
WiEamson, and Bexar counties. 

In western Travis County, portions of the soluble Edwards limestone have f d  a 
gfxlmorphic topapphy hown as karst. These areas are cfiaracterized by n- 
subterranean features including sinkholes, fissures, and caves formed by the di(;soi~tion 
of the bedmck in subsurface streams and passages. Karst areas are typicatly flat with 
relatively few surface drainages. Much of the raidill in these areas is absorbed inta the 





TABLE 8 
ACREAGE OF GOLDEN-CmEKED WARBLER HABITAT 

IN THE BCCP PERMXI' AREA 

Recommended Preserve 
Areas 

Total Area Percent Total Area Percent 
Preserve Public1 Protected Protected Unprotected Unprotectecl Total 

Macrosite Acquisition Institutional (Recommended) (Recommended) (Recommended) (Recommend&) Area 
Lake Travis 0 0 0 0.0 5,379 100.0 5,379 
Devil's Hollow 0 0 0 0.0 1,957 100.0 1,957 
Cypress Creek 1,289 1,362 2,651 59.6 1,796 40.4 4,447 
Bull Creek 2,533 443 2,976 53.2 2,615 46.8 5,591 
North Lake Austin 1,336 1,942 3,278 68.8 1,488 31.2 4,766 
South Lake Austin 712 355 1,067 29.3 2,572 70.7 3,639 
West Austin 56 255 311 , 9.5 2,968 90.5 3,279 
Pedernales River 0 4 4 4.0 96 96.0 100 
Barton Creek 2,554 1,128 3,682 52.3 3,353 47.7 7,035 
Southwest Austin 0 0 0 0.0 1,646 100.0 1,646 

TOTAL 8,480 5,489 13,969 36.9 23,870 63.1 37,839 
* 

NOTB; As identified by satellite imagery. Data prepared by KSB&A, EH&A, and Texas Natural Resources Information System (TNRIS). 

jlUSwS indicates that about 2,000 acres of habitat have been destroyed by urban development between 1990 and 1994. This leaves 35,839 acres at 
this time. 
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karst features (Veni and Associates 1988). Numerous karst systems in the pennit area 
are isolated from one another by noncavernous formations, river and stream canyons, and 
faults. As a result of this isolation, each system suppors an endemic biota which may 
represent relictuai contiguous karst habitat (Elliott and Reddell 1989). The degree of 
biogeographical provincialism exhibited here is found only in a few places around the 
world. 

Caves, sinkholes, and fissures along with smaller, less detectable subsurface openings 
and subtmanean passages, are important elements of the karst habitat. Additionally, the 
surface community above the karst must be considered an integral part of the habitat 
because it not only buffers the internal environment from fluctuations in temperature and 
moisture, it also supplies the system with energy and nutrients in the form of detritus, 
leaf litter, animal droppings, and cave visitors (E%ott and Reddell 1989). The surface 
vegetation is dso important because as dissolved nutrients infiltrate into the karst, 
vegetation serves as a potentiai pollution filter and a supplier of nutrients. Because of 
the complex nature of karst biotic cornunit is  and associated physical processes, and 
the paucity of information available on this subject, the BAT recommended the protection 
strategy for endangered species in these systems be focused on karst topography. 

There are six federally-listed endangered karst arthropods currently known from TI.svis 
County. These species include the Tooth Cave spider (Neofeptoneta myopica), Tooth 
Cave pseudoscorpion (Tartarocreagris texana), Tooth Cave ground beetle (Rhadine 
penqhone), Kretschmarr Cave mold beetle (Teumraurops reddelli), the Bone Cave 

\ harvestman (Terella reyesr"), and the Bee Creek Cave hanestman (Terella redrleIIz"). 
Another endangered invertebrate, the Coffin Cave mold beetie (Batnkodes texamrs), is 
only known from Wrlliamson County. The original listing on September 16, 1988 (53 
CFR 36029) for endangered invertebrates was for only five of the seven species listed 
above. TerefZa reyesi was origrnally considered to be a population of TexeIla reddefli 
and Bafrisodes teuuucs was considered to be a population of Texamaurops reddelfi. Since 

- these newly designated species were originally thought to be members of the onginally 
kited species, they too are now considered endangered under the Endangm Species Act 
(USFWS 1993a). In addition to the federally-listed i n v d r a t e s ,  approximatdy 25 
karst in.- are of concern and the following section describes the 
rephmntn for the karst invertebrates as a group, followed by a description of each 
a d a o g e  karst @es known to occur in Travis County, and a summary of tfteit 
distribution, status, taxonomic notes, and threats. 

The six federally-listed e n d a n g d  karst invertebrates were pmi0usi.y known only from 
Travis and adjacent areas in W i n  County, except for a recent record of Terelln 
r e d m  &om Bumet County. Approximately 45,368 acres of potential karst invertebrate 
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habitat have been identified in the Permit area. The acreage for each macrosite within 
the permit area is provided in Table 9. Thrrty-nine caves are known to harbor one or 
more endangered karst arthropds in Travis County. Table 10 s u m m ~  the known 
distribution of endangered k a r ~  invertebrates in the county. In addition, known localities 
for other rare karst species are shown graphically in Figure 14 and a List of caves 
recommended for protection by the USFWS is provided in Table 11. 

Troglobitic species are adapted to the karst environment. They often have reduced or 
complete loss of eyes and pigment, elongate appendages, welldeveloped sensory organs, 
and life histories adapted to a food poor environment (BAT 1990). The following 
descrdptions and species summaries are taken largely from the BAT report (1990) and the 
Draft Recovery Plan for Endangered Karst Invertebrates in Travis and Wiamson  
Counties, Texas (USFWS 1994). 

Tooth Cave Spider. The Tooth Cave spider is the smallest of the endangered arthropods 
in the permit area with a total length of 1.6 millimeters. It is a pale spider with 
relatively long legs and rudimentary eyes. 

Tooth Cave Pseudoscorpion, The Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion resembles a tiny, taille~s 
scorpion, but it has neither eyes nor a stinger. Reaching a size of four millimeters it 
preys on small  insects by seizing them with its pincers. . 

Tooth Cave Gmund Beetle. The Tooth Cave ground beetle is a reddid?.-brown 
prakuxaus beetle with reduced eyes. It is the largest of the endangered arthmpods at 
&en to eight mi2limetefi, 

lhtsdimarr Cave Mold Beetle. The Kretschrnarr Cave mold beetie is a dark, 
short-winged, long-legged creature whose diet is unknown, although some members of 
its M y  are predaceous. It is less than three rdkneters in length and lacks eyes. 

Bone Cave BTmestman. The Bone Cave harvestntan (originally considered to be the 
Bee Creek Cavc harvestman) is a pale, blind harvestman, or daddy-longlegs, w&ch is 
m g e  colored. It ranges from 1.41-2.67 millimeters in length. The ~ o n g  Cave 
harvestman is, thus fix, the most commonly found of the endangered inveaebrates.. 

Bee h e k  M e  Himestman, The Bee Creek Cave h a r v m  has refativdy long legs 
but anains a length of only 1.9-2.18 miltimeters. It is an eyeless predator of small 
hects which is also orange in cc br (TJSFWS 1993a). Since the taxonomic feevaluation 
within Texe2Zz by Ubickand Briggs (1992), TexeZZa reddeEs range has changed and is 
now known from Bmet  and Travis counties. 

The karstdwelling invertebrates are threatened by direct destruction of the karst, and by 



TABLE 9 
ACREAGE OF IWEWIUL KARST INVERTEBRATE HABITAT 

IN TEE BCCP PRESERVE AREA 

Acreage of Acreage of Acreage of 
Potential Karst Potential Karst Proposed Take of Percent of 

Invertebrate Invenebrate Habitat Potential Karst Potential Habitat 
Macrosite Habitat within Protected Invertebrate Subject b Take 

Permit Area Habitat 
Lake Travis 4,462 0 4,462 100.0 
Devil's Rollow 
cypress Creek 
Bull Creek 
North L a k ~  Austin 
South Lake Austin 
west Austin 
Pedernalea River 
Barton Creek 
Southwest Austin 12,398 0 12,398 100.0 

TOTAL 45,368 9,298 36,070 79.5 

NOTE: Potential karst habitat is that area in Travis County that contains the bestone that may contain caves, 
sinkhoies, and fissures. 

'Assume3 projected 66 5% acquisition of land. Includes preserves and publiciinstitutiond l a d .  



TABLE 10 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED PROTECTION STRATEGlES FOR 

ENDANGERED KARST JNVERTEBRATE LOCALITIES 
IN THE BCCP PRESERVE AREA 

Bee Creek 
Tooth Cave Tooth Tooth Cave Kretschmarr Cave Cave ' Bone Cave 

fiWV Pseudoscorpion Cave Ground ijeetle Mold Beetle Harvestman Harvcstnm 
Spider 

Total localities in BCCP 5 4 16 6 7 22 
Conservation Area 

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses represent percentuget~ 
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CAVES (CONTANING LISTEL) AND 
NON-IW[Sm KARST INVERTEBRATES) 

PROPOSED FOR PROTECTION 

Adobe Springs Cave 

Airman's Cave 
Amber Cave 
Armadillo Ranch Sink 
Arrow Cave 
Bandit Cave 
Beard Ranch Cave 
Bet= Creek Cave 
Blowing Sink 
Broken Arrow Cave 
Buda Boulder Spring 
Cave X 

.. Cave Y 
Ceiling S b t  Cave 
Cold Cave 
Cotterell Cave 
Disbelievers Cave 
District Park Cave 
Eluvial Cave 
Flint Ridge Cave 
Fossil Cave 

Fossil Garden Cave 
Gallifer Cave 
Get Down Cave 
Goat Cave 
Hole-in-the-Road Cave 
Ireland's Cave 
Jack's Joint 
Japygid Cave 
Jest John Cave 
Jester Estates Cave . 

Jollyville Plateau Cave 
b tschmarr  Cave 
k tschmarr  Double Pit 
Lanua Cave 
Little Bee Creek Cave 
Lost Gold Cave 
Lost Oasis Cave 
M.W.A. Cave 
Maple Run Cave 
McDonald Cave 
McNeil Bat Cave 

Midnight Cave 

Moss Pit 
New Comanchee T d  
No Rent Cave 
North Root Cave 
Pennie Cave 
Pickle Pit 
Pime Cave 
Rolling Rock Cave 
Root Cave 
Slaughter Creek Cave 
Spanish Wells Cave 
Spider Cave 
Stark' s North Mine 
Stovepipe Cave 
Talus Spring 
Tardus Hole 
Tooth Cave 
Weldon Cave 
WhirlpooI Cave 



- 
threats to the larger ecosystem that supplies the karst communities with water, energy, 
and numents and buffers the moisture and temperature regime of the karst from extreme 
fluctuations. Twenty percent of the known caves in Travis County were destroyed in the 
last 20 years as a result of livesrock operations and land development. At this rate of 
destruction, Elliott and Reddell (1989) estimate that less than 80 percent of the presently 
known caves in Travis County will remain by the turn of the century. 

Imported fire ants (Solenopsis invicia) threaten the karst community directly by preying 
on the karst invertebrates and indirectly by reducing the diversity and abundance of the 
aboveground insect community. Fire ants are most abundant in disturbed areas. The 
most current estimates indicate 36 out of 78 endangered karst I d t i e s  pravis and 
Williamson counties combined) have some levd of imported fire ant activity. 

The karst fauna can be harmed as a result of human visitation by direct contact, damage 
to their habitat (e.g., roil compaction), and by trash and toxic contamination. Most 
tfireats to the endangered karst fauna are not well understood because little information 
is h o r n  on the ecology of the community. It is thought that the faunal community is 
sensitive to pollution from urban runoff, reductions of and alterations to the aboveground 
biological community, and alterations to groundwater flow patterns. The loss of karst 
habitat is a major concern because there is substantial evidence that only a f k d o n  of the 
karst biota is known to science and the benefits of the species and ecosystem to man are 
not yet known. 

Forty-seven species of karst invertebrates found in the proposed Permit area are species 
of concent. Of these, 43 are representatives of the phylum Arthropods, and the 
remaining four are snails &om the phylum moll us^ Cuzrentiy, six of the arthropods 
are federally-listed as endangered and are primary species of concern addressed by the 
proposed Permit. Of the remaining invertebrate species, 25 species are considered in this 
Plan and inclusion of 16 species will be determined in the future (see Table 6). 

Bracted TwistfIower i 

The b r a d  twistnowex, listed as a candidate (C2) for threatened or endangered itatus, 
is an &, herbaceous annual which grows to a height of 0.25-1.5 meters. Its glossy 
and somewhat succulent leaves vary coloration h m  light to dark green. Lower leaves 
(6-18) have stiff hairs, are stalked, spoon-shaped, lobed, and form a clump 5-20 
centimeters across and usually less than five centimeters taU. Uppz leaves are anow 
shaped, unstalked (clasping), and have entire margins. Axils on these upper leaves give 
rise to purple flowers 1.25-2.5 cm in length, which have four spoon-shaped petals that 
arch backwards. The fruit of the bra& twistflower is a long (7.5-1'7.5 centimeten:), 
thin (0.625 centimeter in diameter) brown pod which has many flat, winged redm 
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- brown to brown seeds that are oblong to round in shape (NcNeal 1989; BAT 1990). 

Figure 15 illustrates the known range of the bracted twistilower. This species occurs in 
locales in Bexar, Medina, Uvalde, and Travis counties with Medina and Travis counties 
having the largest number of locarions. There is also a questionable occurrence in 
Caldwell County. There are eleven groups at five sites occuring in Travis County. 
These sites are generally small in areal extent, but densely populated. The following 
information summarizes the results of the 1989 survey by McNeal(1989). The number 
of individual plants is not presented because the number of individuals can vary from 
year-to-y yr. 

* North Cat Mountain (Bull Cmk macrosite), three groups 

e Cat Mountain (Bull Creek macrosite), four groups 

Mt. Bornell (Noah Lake Austin macrosite), one group 

Bee Creek Nature Preserve (North Lake Austin macrosite), one group 

Barton Creek Greenbelt (Barton Creek macrosite), two groups 

The blooming period of the bracted twis~owex is from March to May. Typically an 
outcrossing species (must cross pollinate) (autogamy, or &-pollinate, and 
self-compatibility are ah documented), the bee @es Megachile conrata is its main 
pollinator (BAT 1990). 

'\ 

The bracted twistflower grows on thin clay soils over limestone in or near dense, brushy 
areas with high winter soil moisture retention. Travis County known localities are found 
in oaldjuniper, oak/ash/bIack cherry, or juniper woodland; however, one site is a 
juniper/litr]r: bluestem grassland. Common shmb associates include evergreen sumac 
(Rhu virm), Lindheimer's silk tassel (Ganya ovata var. Zindheimen], shin oak 

- (Quercus durandii var. breviloba), myrtlecmton (Benuzrdia myricaefolia), and elbowbush 
(Foresriera pubescens). All Txavis County localities occur in the &ikqes fa& zone 
above permanent water and are, with one exception, on ridgetops or slopes. 

The Iargest populations of the bract& twistflower in Travis County are threatened by 
housing developments. McNeal (1989) ah cites 'decreases in suitability of the 
d g  habitat due to changes in the vegetation, changes in water flow and purity, 
erosion, brush cleasing, trash dumping, foot and vehicutat traffic and browse damage 
b r n  a large and unmanaged deer population" as threats. 
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- Canyon Mock-Orange 

Canyon mock-orange is a deciduous s h b  w ~ c h  obtains a height of 0.3 to 2 meters. 
Arching branches, suckeriag from the base support smail (0.6-2.8 centimeters long by 
0.3-1.3 centimeters wide), oval to elliptic leaves which are dark green above, lighter 
below, and pubescent. Four-petaled, solitary white to cream-colored flowers arise from 
the leaf base. The flowers are about 2.5 centimeters across and appear on first-year 
wood. The canyon mock-omge produces a small (0.625 centimeter in diameter) nmly 
spherical woody capsule (BAT 1990; M c N d  1989). 

The canyon mock-omnge is known from twelve populations in Blanco, Comal, Ways, 
Kendall, and Travis counties. In Travis County, the entire population is known from 
three concentrated localities. These occur on Bull Creek and West Bull Creek, at 
Hamilton Pool County Park in the Pededes  River macrosite, and in Bohl's Hollow in 
the South Lake Austin macrosite. The West Bull Creek population stretches for five 
kilometers and contains several thousand individuals. The Hamilton Pool population 
consists of 50-75 individuals, and little is known of the Bohl's Hollow population (BAT 
1990; McNeal 1989). Figure 15 also illustrates the range of the canyon mock-orange. 

The flowering period of the canyon rnock-orange is April to mid-June. McNeal(1989) 
reports sexual and asexual (suckering from base) reproduction. Viable seeds in each 
capsule are low in number (10-15); germination p n G e  is low (below 25 percent); 
and seedling mortality due to soil-borne fun&s is high (above 50 percent). Pollinators 
qnd seed dispersal mechanisms are not known (BAT 1990). 

The canyon mockdrange grows in continuous, massive and unbroken strata of Cow 
Creek and Edwards limestone. The known localities are often on cliffs two to ten meters 
high and one to five kilometers long which receive varying amounts of sunlight. The 
known populations are found either in xeric juniper woodland or a more mesic and 
diverse vegetation community. hdividuals in the mesic environment are healthier and 
mooni robust. Typical woody associates indude shrubby boneset (Eupar'oriwn 
brmentse),  elbowbush, shin oak, Lindheimef s siUr tassel, and Texas mulberry (Mom 
mimphylk). 

The main threats to Travis County papufations are related to suburban developlnent, 
Direct harm to populations by site clearing and l a n m g  has been observed.. Other 
indirect development-related threats incfude inczeaSed erosion, herbicides,  pesticide^ 
@ o ~ t o r  threat), fluctuations in moisture regime, competition from exotic ph t s ,  
increased deer densities, and increased vehicuiar/foot traffic (BAT 1990). 

- 
Tewbama Croton 
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A new variety of a rare species of croton was discovered in both the Post Oak Ridge area 
and at Fort Hood, near KiUeen, Texas, during 1989. Tnis species of croton (Croron 
alabmnsis) was previously known from oniy ten localities in Alabama. Ginabarg, 
1992, desc&ed the Texas populations as Croron a~abmnensis var. texensis. Croton 
alubmnsis var. terenszs occurs on Post Oak Ridge and in the adjacent triiutaries in 
Travis and Williamson counties as well as a few other scattered locations in Travis 
County including Pace Bend Park. Figure 15 shows the location of the Post Oak Ridge 
population within Travis County. 

Eurycea Salamanders 

The Balconian biotic province is characterized in part by the presence of at least eight 
endemic species of neotenic salamanders which inhabit isolated portions of the Edwards 
aquifer and associated spring runs of the Balcones fault zone. 

The following information on the description, status, distribution, and taxonomy of and 
threats to Eiuycea salamanders within the pennit area was taken from the BCCP Phase 
I application (City of Austin 1993a) and the USFWS notification of pubLication of 9 W y  
finding on petition to list and the p r o p o d  rule to list the Barton Springs salamander 
C[JSFWS 1993b7 1995). 

It is now thought that three species occur in the BCCP permit area: one at Barton 
Springs (the Barton Springs salamander), a second northeast of the Colorado ~ives:-(ihe 
JoUyville Plateau salamander), and a third u n d d  Eurycea southwest of the 

' 
Colorado River (refeared to in this document as Texas salamander). 

Generally, Eurycea salamanders inhahit small subtenanean streams, spring seepages, and 
the headwaters of creeks. Fidd experience indicates that known populations are doseiy 
associated with spring exits (Sweet 1982). Springs provide thermal stability, a reliable 
aquatic habitat, and minimal siltation in the gravel beds used by the salamanders. The 

- Baaon Splings salamander is believed to be an underground specks, a n d , m t l y ,  has 
rarely been found on the surface, while the JoUyviUe Plateau and Texas salamanders are 
comparatively more surface-dweiljng, and may also ocnn in the aquifk. F v  16 
shows all of the known Euryceu saIamanders locatio~zs within Travis County. 

Generally, the adult Eurycea sahmnders occurring in the BCQe preserve area are 
a p p r o ~ y  two to four inches (five to ten centimeters) in body length. They have 
slender bodies with elongated legs, and narrowly finned tails which are about the same 
length as the body. The h n t  feet have four toes and the back feet have five toes. 
Ewyceu salamanda possess long, welldeveloped external gills. The Barton Springs 
sdammdes has poorly developed eyes, The JoUyvilIe Plateau salamander and Texas 
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salamander have welldeveloped eyes. 

Central Texas Eurycea salamanders are distributed along the Balcones Escarpment in the 
Edwards Plateau from- Bell County west-southwest to Val Verde County. Sweet (1982) 
stated that the populations northeast of the Colorado River are uncommon and appear to 
consist of small numbers of individuals. In contrast, Eurycea populations southwest of 
the Colorado River appear to be widespread and consist of numerous individuals. Hillis, 
Chippendale, and Price (1993) indicated that the salamander group north of the Colorado 
River appears to consist of four species while those south of the river are members of 
the Eurycea neoienes group. The only species north of the river that occm in Travis 
County is the 3oUyville Plateau salamander. 

The Barton Springs salamander is not bown to occur anywhere but the Barton Springs 
segment of the Edwards aquifer. Specimens have been collected only from Baaon 
Springs in Zillw Park in Austin, Texas. The extent to which the Barton Springs 
salamander occurs in the aquifer is unknown. However, there is currently no evidence 
indicating that the species' range extends beyond the immediate vicinity of Barton 
Springs. Surveys of other spring outlets (including the spring outlet immediately above 
Barton Springs Pod) in the Barton Springs segment and other portions of the Edwards 
Aquifer have f d e d  to locate additional populations (Chippendale et al. 1993). The 
10UyviU.e Plateau salamander is currently known to occur at only 13 localities in Travis 
County at Stillhouse EoUow Springs, Barrow Hollow Springs, Horse Thief EoUow 
Springs, Bull Creek Spring, Bull Creek Tributary Spring, ScMumberger Springs, Canyon 
Vista Springs, the Travis Audubon WildlLfe Sanctuary (Baker Springs and Salamander 
Springs), a tributary to Bull Creek; and a tributary of Walnut Creek in the Balwnes 
Community Park in Austin (see Figure 16). It has also been observed at MacDonald 
Well Springs, which has been dry for approximately four or five years. Another historic 
l d t y  from Jack Dies Ranch Spring has not been specihdy located or confinned 
(Price, pers. am. 1991). The distribution of the Texas sdamander is widespxead 
south of Tmvis County and known from Eladton Pool in Travis County. a 

The thm salamanders described above are apparently genetically distinctf fmm 
populations elsewhere and merit specific status (EUlis, pen, corn. 1992; M, p. 
corn.  1991)). Considered as species within the neotmes complex, these'species are 
possible candidates for listing as tbreateneed or endangered. Formal description of the 
Barton Springs sdamandes (Eurycea sosom) was published in June 1993 (Chippendale 
et aL 1993). The USFWS (1994) published a proposed ntle to list the Barton Springs 
salamanb as endangered on February 17, 1994 (59 FR 7968). A notice to extend the 
final decision (60 FR 13 105) on whether or not to list was published on Marr:h 10,1995. 
A November 27, 1995 court order: (Save Our S~rines Legal Defense Fund. bc.. et af, 
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v. Babbitt) invalidated this notice of extension and ordered the USFWS to make a final 
determination regarding listing. An appeal filed by the USE;WS was granted and is 
pending fkrther action. 

Finalization of the BCCP and the further consideration by the USFWS of the status of 
the salamander are proceeding concurrently. If the salamander is federally listed, the 
Permit Holders will coordinate a public process for all interested parties to have an 
opportunity for input before any decision is made about inclusion in this pian. 

The Joliyvrlle Plateau salamander and the salamander found near the Pedemales River 
also appear to be genetically and geographically distinct from populations elsewhere and 
to merit specific status (Chippendale et al. 1994). Both species were previousfy 
considered to be part of the broad Eurycea neotenes species group, which was designated 
as a Category 2 candidate on the USFWS's notices of review on December 30, 1982 (47 
FR 58454). The Jollyville Plateau salamander was added to the November 15, 1994 
notices of review as a distinct, but as yet undescribed, Category 2 candidate. 

Because Eurycea salamanders are closely associated with spring discharge, changes in 
groundwater recharge and discharge and water quality may adversely affect populations. 
Development in recharge zones introduces impervious cover, thereby altering drainage 
patterns and potentially diminishing spring flow. Runoff from construction sites can 
carry silt into the karst and springs and may p~ug or f i l l  such areas. In addition,. 
pollutants d e d  in solution through the karst environment can harm sakunandersy* 
directly or impact plants and animals on which the saiamanders are integrally dependent. 

4. Other Species of Concern 

In addition to the black-capped vireo, the golden-cheeked warbler, six karst invertebrates, 
three candidate plant species, and three Eurycea salamanders, 76 other species of concm 
are associated with the area covered by the BCCP incidental Qke pmrbit. Table 6 
presents the current federal status of those species either found, or with tlie to 
be found, in Travis County. These other gpecies of concern are d d  Mow in the 
following categories: vegetation, fish, reptiles and amphibians, birds, and imimmah. 

a. Vegetation 

A total of seven plant spec& are considered species of concern in the permit area. In 
addition to the above-descrit,ed three species, four are discussed here. Texas amorpha 
is found to be l d y  common, but it is currently included in preserve planning as a 
secondary spedes of concern, subject to funher review. Correll's false won--  is 
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subject to further review, because only a historical locality is known in the permit area. 
Eeiler's marbleseed and Buckiey tridens were deleted from the list of species of concern 
because they were not federally-listed C1, C2, threatened, or endangered (see Table 6). 

b. Fish 

Fow: species of fish that have the potential to occur in the propod Permit area are 
considered sensitive. Two minnows, the smalleye and sharpnose shiners, of the genus 
N o t ~ ~ p i r  were not found in the study area. A third species, the Guadalupe bass , 
probably no longer exists as a distinct genetic entity in the study area due to hybridization 
with other black bass. The blue sucker is designated a secondary species of concern 
under the BCCP requiring periodic review (see Table 6). 

c. Reptiles and Amphibians 

Nine rep& and amphibian species of concern have the potential of o~cuning in the 
pennit area, including the tiwee Eurycea salamanders discussed above (see Table 6). See 
discussion under Chapter 2,C.2) Other Species of Concern. 

The remaining five species of reptiles have substantiaf bid important portions of their 
range d g  outside the permit area. The alligator snapping turtle (Macroclemys 
temminckio does not occur in the area, and the American alligator (Alligator 
miSsigppiennsk) was found to be not biologically threatened in the United Sbtes. 

d, Birds 

Twentysix avian species of concern have the potential to occur in the BCCP permit area. 
AU of these species are vagrants or migrants and thexefore not included as part of this 
P d t  (see Table 6). See discussion under Chapter 2.C.2) Other Species of Concern. 

Three of birds wwere included as secondary species of concern, subject to future 
d e w .  The piping plover (Chnradriur melodur) is federally-listed as threatened ,and a 
r a ~  migrant to the permit area. Most Texas specirnens documented by Ober$olser 
(1974) were from m t a L  counties from Chambers to Cameron. Only one fall si8thg 
has been d-ented in Travis County. The arctic and American pgrine falC01.1~ 
(F& peregn'nus vat, twrdriw and ~anmt, nxpedively) are considered uncommon 
migrants to this area Wmter and summer sightings are documented for Tmvis County, 
but no nesting activity has been recorded (Oberholser 1974). The bald eagle (Hdiaeetus 
Ieuco~ephcrIus) is federally-listed as endangered and consid& a rare transient to westesl 
T~zivis County. Although the TPWD conducts annual breeding bald eagle surveys 
throughout the state, no birds are documented in Travis County from these m q s ;  
however, wintedng birds are consistently observed on Lake Bucfianan, the n o r t h m o d  
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lake of the Bighland Lakes system, which includes Lake Travis. Also, s u c ~ ~ f u i  nesting 
has been documented in nearby Bastrop County since 1984. 

The remaining 21 bird species of concern have no biologically significant habitat (i.e., 
breeding or wintering) in the BCCP permit area. These species are either vagrants or 
rare migrants (see Table 7). 

Currently no mammals of concern to the USFWS are expected to occur in the proposed 
permit area. No further discussion of mammals occurs in this document. 

Three aquatic snail species occur in Barcon Springs. Aquatic species are currently not 
inchded in this p h  but may be addressed in the future. 

5. Macrosite and Proposed Protection Area 
Descriptions 

To facilitate the planning of a preserve system, the western portion of Travis County was 
divided into tesl primary geogxaphic units known as macrosites. The proposed n~,, . 
system consists of a number of large, closely spaced preserve units within the macrosites 

%, that include the major remaining blocks of habitat of the golden-cheeked warbler and the 
black-capped vireo, and of additional, smaller preserve units for the other s p i e s  of 
concern. It wilI encompass a minimum of 30,428 acres amassed within approximately 
35,338 acres identified for potential acquisition within the macrosites. 

Each macrosite ranges in size fiom 400 acres to greater than 9,000 acres. Figure 3 
- (located in Section 2) shows the location and boundaries of each of the ten mar=rosites. 

Designation of macrosites was, for the most part, oriented amund d~screte~habitat areas 
proposed for presenration. Each maerosite was assessed to determioe its &tive d 
priority as high, medium, or low in tesrns of long-term species viability and long-taem. 
habitat quality. Considerations taken into account in &g this assessment induded: 
distribution and occurrence of species of concern; presence of potentially important karst- 
forming s-, pfesence, size, and configuration of potentiat pteserve laud; pateatid 
long-term viability of the potential preserve area; and quality of the habitat that could be 
expected with long-term management. Relative priority in terms of qecies-by-@~1 
habitat quality was not assessed. Of the ten macrosites, seven contain habitat identified 
as appropriate for inclusion in the proposed preserve system, out of which five contain 



ri; ~iblogical Resources 3. Affected Environment 

- 

major preserve units and two contain smaller preserves. 

The following section describes each macrosice and its potential for habitat preserves, 
recommended preserve design specifications for elements of the preserve system, and the 
justification for the preserve dziign recommendations. The order with which the 
macrosites are addressed is due .o their geogrdphical m g e m e n t ,  which is generally 
fiom north to south, not by priority or importance. Table 12 summarizes the species and 
preserve characteristics of each rnacrosite. 

a. Lake Travis 

Description 

The largest of dl the macrosites, the Lake Travis macrosite represents approximately 
one-third of western Travis County and encompasses 103,500 acres. It encompasses 
nearly the entire watershed of the Colorado River above Lake Travis, with the exception 
of those areas within the proposed Balcones Canyonlarids National Wildlife Refuge, 
within the watersheds of the Pedernales River and Cypress Creek, and that area located 
noxth of Lake Travis known as Devil's Hollow. Golden-cheeked warbler habitat within 
the macrosite is fragmented and impacted by development and ranching practices. 
Black-apped vireos are known from only two localities in the entire macrosite, in areas 
isolated by sunrounding development. Consequently, no preservation is pianned in this 
macrosite at this time, 

The Lake Travis macrosite has a low preserve potential due to the relatively small areal 
extent and dispersed distribution of suitable habitat for the species of con-. The 
macrosite area is also severely limited from the standpoint of preseme design by the 
distribution of existing development and Iand cleared for agricultural purposes. McNeal 
(1989) identified an area of potential habitat (approximately 2,161 acres) for the plants 
of concern in the southem portion of this macrosite in the vicinity of Bee k ~ k  
However, surveys for these plants have yet to be conducted. If popuktions of thk plant 
species of concenz are found as a result of future mearch, &-specific protection 
measures may be recommended. 

b. Devil's Hollow 

The Devil's Hollow macrosite encompasses approximately 12,870 acres located n o d  
of T~ilvis. Appmximatefy 1,957 acres of the area are suitable golden-~fi* 



TABLE 12 
SPECIES AND PRESERVE CHARAC'EXEITCS BY MACROSTIE 

Species of Other Speciw and Long-Term Long-Term 
Macrosite Concern Communities Viability Habitat Quaiity 

Like Travis - Warbler, vlrea Low Low to 
Moderate 

Devil's Hollow Vireo, warbler Moderate Moderate 
Cyptess Creek Invertebrates, Important karst High High 

vireo, warbler ecosystems, Ewycea 
salamanders 

Bull Cteek Plants, inverte- Botanically rich; High High 
brates, warbler spring communities, 

Eurycea 
ealarrrandern 

North Lake Austin Vi, warbler High Efigfi 
South Lake Austin Plants, vireo, Low to High 

warfiler high 
West Austin Plants, inverte- Ewycea Low Moderate 

bratea, vireo s a l b n  
Pedernaies River Warbler, piants Botanically ri* High High 

riparian 
communities 

Barton Creek: fnvertebrates, Botanically rich; High High 
vireo, warbIer ripan'an 

communities 
Southwest Austin None h)Owb Low Low 

ecosystem 

SOUR=. City of Austin 1993a:Table 8-1. 
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wahler habitat, and a small percentage (approximately 116 acres) is habitat supporting 
black-capped vireos along the steep bluffs adjacent to Lake Travis (DLS Associates 
1989a, l99Oa). This macrosite has a low probability of supporting the plant species of 
concern or suitable &st-forming substrate. 

The management potential for this macrosite is moderate for the golden-cheeked warbler, 
with potential for short-term and long-term impacts from surrounding developed areas 
&ago Vista, Jonestown, and development along Lake Travis). The majority of the 
potential preserve lands are undeveioped and support golden-cheeked warbler habitat. 
The portion of the rnacrosite that does not support habitat for the species of concern has 
been cleared for agriculture, development, or land speculation. The importance of this 
macrosite for preservation of the black-capped vireo is considered low. Potential for 
expansion of existing occupied black-capped vireo habitat is severely restricted due to the 
proximiry of existing developrnent and incompatible land use practices. 

The prospects for developing a preserve in the Devil's Hollow macrosite are considered 
low, due to the inherent impacts currently resulting from surrounding development and 
cunent land use, as well as economic considerations. 

c. Cypress Creek 

Description 

The Cypress Creek macrosite represents roughly 21,606 axes in northwestern Tmvis 
County, located south of Rural and Market Road 1431 and north of Fann and 
Market Road (FM) 620. Approximateiy 8,510 acres within the Cypress Creek macxosite 
have si@cant potential for increasing available habitat for the species of concern, of 
which approximately 8,111 acres are identified for acquisition. In this macrosite, 
existing habitat for golden-cheeked warblers, and black-capped vireos, and endangered 
karst 'invertebrates could be incorporated into a large preserve with additional &d of 
suitab1e ecological quality to allow habitat management of these species. Ebbitat 
management in this macrosite should promote protection of existing populations of the 
species of concern and establish practices that would allow for the expansion of habitat - 

for the golden-cheekd warbler and black-capped v i m .  

Of the 4,447 acres of potential goldencheeked warbler habitat estimated within the 
macrosite, approximately 2,651 acres are included within the mmmended pfeserve 
area. The Tmvis Audubon Society currently maintains a 68eacre wildlife sanctuary in 
the northem portion of the Cypress Creek macrosite, sptxi£ically established to protect 
habitat for the goldendxebd wart,& The Lower Colorado H ier Authority owns the 
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Wheiess tract, approximately 2,308 acres adjacent to the Audubon property, that might 
be available for a preserve. Golden-cheeked warblers occur on portions of the Wheless 
tract. The LCRA also maintains the 380-acre MacGregor tract (site of Hippie Rollow 
County Park), which includes several black-capped vireo territories. Additional 
public/institutional lands available in this macrosite include the Nature Conservancy of 
Texas (160 acres), Austin Simon Ltd. (232 acres), Romberg tract (50 acres), and the City 
of Austin's Lime Creek tract (494 acres). Approximately 5,352 acres of potential vireo 
management areas occur within the proposed Cypress Creek preserve acquisition area. 
Black-capped vireos are known from several locations within the C p m s  Creek 
macrosite @LS Associates l989a), most of which are proposed to be included within the 
preserve, including intervening undeveloped lands that have habitat management potential 
for this species. 

One area within the Cypress Creek macrosite is recommended as a karst preserve (Elliott 
and Reddell 1989). This area (the Four Points cave cluster) is northeast of the 
intersection of FM 620 and Ranch Road p) 2222. Karst-forming strata encompassed 
within the macrosite are estimated to be 6,635 acres. Approximately 3,252 acres of this 
and all of the karst features known to contain fedexaily-listed species are included within 
the recommended preserve area. 

Plant surveys mnductedin 1989 and 1990 @fcNeat 1989; =&A 1991) did not identQ 
populations of bracted twistflower or canyon mockmange in surveyed portions of this 
macrosite. However, this does not preclude the possibility that these species may occur 
in the Cypress Creek macrosite. McNeal (1989) identified approxhatdy 4,433 acres 
of potential habitat for these plants in the macrosite. Three localities are documented as 
supporting Eurycea salamander species within the Cypress Creek macrosite, and there 
is the potential that others will be idenhfied, pending additional investigations. These 
locations are McDonald Well Springs, Travis Audubon Widlife Sanctuary, Salamander 
Spring, and Baker Spring. Another unconfirmed salamander occmreace is an historic 
account reported from an unspecified location known as Jack Dies Ranch GpLing within 
the Cypress Creek Macrosite (Price, pers. comm. 199 1). - . 
Minirmun Specifications 

Acquisition of the Cypress Creek component of the preserve system is essentiaL to the 
success of the BCCP. The minimum area recommended for this high priority preserve 
unit would include no less than 7,700 axes. The Cypress Creek preserve LI& should 
be configured with a minimum width of 3,000 feet or greater, and so that a x n a x h ~ ~ ~ .  
of 20 percent of the minimum preserve area occurs within 330 feet of the - 
The outer edge of the. Cypress Creek preserve unit should be no greater than 0.75 mile 
from either Bull Creek or North Lake Austin preserve units and no more than 3 3  miles 



.k. ' Biological Resources 3. Affected Environment 

- 
for the proposed BCNWR. 

Justification 

The proposed preserve area mapped wirhin the Cypress Creek macrosite represents an 
effort to maximize protection of habitat for the golden-cheeked warbler, black-capped 
vireo and karst invertebrates that occur GI; parcels greater than 15 acres in size. In some 
cases, smaller txacts tsntaining occupied w d l e r  habitat were included in the preserve 
design in order to minimize the potential impact of development intrusion. Property that 
was not included within the proposed preserve in the western portion of the macrosite 
includes very expensive, small, deveioped tracts, existing lakefront development, and 
developed land in the vicinity of the town of Volente. Cedar Park is an urban center that 
presents a barrier to the northeast. Much of the area to the east of the proposed preserve 
unit, southwest of Cedar Park in the Cypress Creek watershed, has potential for the 
occurrence of karst features; however, limited habitat for other species of concern occurs 
due to clearing for cattle grazing. Much of the area omitted from the potentiat preserve 
area along RM 620 is because utility infrasmcture is already provided. 

The management potential for this preserve area is very high. It consists primarily of 
large tracts that, to vsying degrees, contain habitat for the species of concan. and are 
relatively undeveioped or in agricultural use. However, internal edge impacts resulting 
from existing development, roads, and other rights-of-way represent a challenge to 
management for the species of concern in 6 area. 

. Bull Creek 

The Bull Creek macrosite is in north central Travis County, between X X  2222 and R M  
620 on the south and west, U.S. Highway 183 on the north, and Loop 360 and Mesa 
Drive on t&e east, Most of the undeveloped land in this macrosite supportr good 
gold&-chM warbler habitat, as well as botanically rich communities and ndexous 
springs, seeps, and associated hydric habitats (wetlands). The Bull Creek macaa  
a total area of approximately 17,744 acres. It is centrally located within the pnrppsed 
preserve system, and contains signrticant populations of most of the species of concern. 
The entire macrosite contains approximately 5,591 a m  of potentiaL warbler habitat, 
4,880 acres of potential v i m  management areas, 9,502 acres of karst-forming strata, and 
3,093 acres of potential habitat for the plants of concern. Approximarely 3,434 acres of 
potential bhck-capped v i m  management areas, and 2,976 acres of potential 
golden-cheeked &ler habitat occurs in the recommended preserve. Golde~~h*  
warbler habitat within the Bull Creek macrosite that is not included for acquisition is 
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generally highly fragmented or impacted by existing development. The potential preserve 
area includes approximately 1,673 acres that are identified as potential habitat for both 
bird species. Additional research will be required to determine the actual amount of 
existing and*potendally manageable habitat that occurs for the vireo and warbler within 
the proposed preserve unit. The recommended preserve area (see Fiewe 4) consists of 
approximately 5,995 acres, which encompasses an estimated 3,090 acres containing 
karst-forming limestone which includes all but one of the known locations for listed karst 
invertebrates. Additional research is necessary to determine the actual distribution of this 
species and appropriate protection measures. A large population of canyon mock-orange 
occurs in.the vicinity of Jester Estates. Bracted twistflower is known from localities in 
the vicinity of North Cat Mountain and Cat Mountain (McNeal 1989). Currently, eight 
localities for the Jollyville Plateau salamander are documented within the Bull Creek 
macrosite. 

Approximately 638 acres of publidinstitutionallands within this macrosite are potentially 
available for preserve management, including portions of City of Austin parks and 
preserves and other city-owned lands (e.g., Barrow Preserve). 

The Jester Estates subdivision represents an existing intrusion into any possible preserve 
design in this macrosite, and poses a significant challenge to management for the species 
of concern in the area, particularly for the golden-cheeked w&kr and a large population 
of canyon mock-orange. Aside from property acquisition, landowner COOPefdtio~l'will 
be necessary to restrict activities that could jeopardize the species of concern in p12S of 
this proposed preserve, paaimlady in the vicinity of the plant localities. 

Minimum Specifications 

The long-tenn viability of the Bull Creek preserve is high for the several species of 
concern occurring in the macrosite, assuming that properties are secured to form a 
contiguous preserve without significant developed in-holdings: The Bull Creek preserve - 
unit is considered essential to the B C B  and is recommended to indude dminimum of 
5,200 acres. The outer boundaries of this preserve should be no more than 0.5 
from the North Lake Austin preserve unit and 0.75 mile from the CLpfeSS Creek 
preserve unit. The central core of the Bull Creek preserve unit would be d g u r e d  to 
have a minimum width of 5,500 feet and a maximum of 20 percent of the tot& area 
occuning within 330 f e t  of the boundary. 
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Justification 

The recommended Bull Creek preseme design encompasses the majority of habitat for 
the species of concern in the BuE Creek macrosite and is configured to minhize the 
impacts from existing and future development in the area. The core of this preserve unit 
consists of a number of large tracts where the majority of the warbler habitat and ten of 
eleven known karst features containing endangered species occur. Another protected 
cave (Cotterell Cave) was recently acquired by the City of Austin. Stovepipe Cave and 
Jester Estates Cave are within areas established as part of section 7 consultations. 
Certain propexties along RR 2222 and RM 620 were not inciuded in the preserve design, 
plimariy due to the extent of existing development and the expense of acquiring these 
small parcels with highway frontage. The preserve boundary occasionally cuts across 
property boundary lines in this area to include important habitat and avoid potential - 
intrusions from future development. Small parceis supporting warbler habitat were also 
inciuded along the eastem boundary of this potential preserve unit in the vicinity of Bull 
Creek to protect a signrficant amount of suitable habitat, primarily for the warbler, and 
to delimit the extent to which development m y  encroach h r n  the east. A vireo territory 
in the vicinity of Loop 360 and Spicewood Springs Road @LS Associates 1990a) is also 
inciuded within the recommended Bull Creek preserve unit. 

Additional areas that are isolated from the major preserve unit are also proposed for 
protection. These occur east of Loop 360 and are important for the protection of the 
bracted twistflower, golden-cheeked warbler, and Bone Cave harvestman. This area is 
idso important for the Eurycea salamander which, in the Bull Creek macrosite, occurs 
in Stillhouse Hollow Springs, Bull Creek Spring, Schlumbexger Spring, Bull Creek 
Tributary Spring, Banow Hollow Spring, Horse Thief Hollow, unnamed springs on a 
Bull Creek tributzy, and Canyon Vista Springs. Of these locations, oniy Canyon Vista 
Springs is not inciuded within the Buil Creek preserve unit. 

e. - North Lake Austin 
L 

Description - 
The North Lake Austin macrosite is located south of the Cypress Creek and Bull Creek 
macrosites. RM 620 and RR 2222 generally form the northern boundary, with Lake 
Austin delineating the western, southern, and eastern sides. This macrosite constitutes 
15,921 a m .  It has a low-relative importance for preserving karst invertebrates and the 
piants of concern. This macrosite historically supported black-capped vireos in the 
Comanche Peak/Four Points area and along City Park Road. Currently, black- 
vireos pefiist on Steiner Ranch in the northeast portion of the macrosite, along Lake 
Austin south of Mansfidd Dam, and along the transmission line right-of-way paralld to 
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RM 620 QB&A 1989; DLS Associates 1990a). Preservation of known vireo nesting 
locations and acquisition of adjacent unoccupied and potentially manageable land would 
provide the opportunity to activeiy manage the presently dedining vireo population in this 
macrosite. Approximateiy 2,779 acres with potentid for vireo habitat manageaent are 
estimated to occur in the North Lake Austin macrosite. 

The golden-cheeked warbier occurs throughout this macrosite, although habitat for this 
species is limited in the western portion. Much of the historic wa.rbler habitat in the 
western part of the macrosite has been reduced due to clearing for agriculture and 
residential development. Major intrusions into the preserve north of the Cow Fork of 
Bull Creek and west of Emma Long Metropoiitan Park represent areas already impacted 
by development. The majority of the area in the western part of the macrosite consists 
of three large tracts severely impacted by development activity and ranching practices. 
The middle and eastem portions of the manosite support: large tracts of good warbler 
habitat. Emma Long Metropolitan Park and adjacent properties, owned and managed by 
the City of Austin, represents a core unit of a larger preserve within the proposed system 
which would have high long-term management potential for this species. 

The preserve design proposed within the North Lake Austin macrosite includes 
approximately 6,044 acres with siglllficant potential for conservation of the species of 
concern of which approximately 5,117 will be acquired in a major preserve areas in the 
eastern part and two smaller preserve areas to the west. The large prrserve area i ~ c h d e s ~ ~ ~ .  - 
Emma Long Me!mpolitan Park and the majority of remaining golden-cheeked warbler 
habitasin the eastem one-half of the macrosite. A smaller recommended preserve area 
south of RM 620 and Comanche Trail includes occupied vireo and warbler habitat. The 
LCXA property in the vicinity of Mansfieid Dam is not proposed to be included in the 
preserve system due to the likelihood that vireos will no longer use the area. 
Approximately 3,278 acm of potential golden-cheeked warbler habitat, 980 acm of 
potential management area for the black-capped vireo, and approximately 428 acres of 
potential karst habitat are inciuded within the preserve. One karst featore known to 
contain a federally-listed species is included within this proposed preserve area. 

The major &serve unit within the Nortk Lake Austin macrosite is an d 
component of the proposed preserve system, The area recommmM for thiq 
would include a minimum of 3,000 contiguous acres. The minimum width of the 
ininhum core of 3,000 acres should be no less than 3,000 feet and the configrnation 
should allow a maximum of 20 percent of the preserve area within 330 feet of the 
boundary. - - 



Sexreral tracts of land in the macrosite are not incorporated into the preserve system, 
mainly because of overall economic constraints on funding preserve acquisition, 
incompatible land use, and the extent of existing development. 'This proposed preserve 
is particulariy important as a complement to the Bull Creek preserve unit and is 
recommended to be within 0.5 miie of the Bull Creek preserve unit. Priority was given 
to securing the existing warbler habitat in the eastern part of the macrosite to establish 
a sixgle manageable preserve unit that would link the potential Bull Creek preserve unit 
to Ernma Long Metropolitan Park. The small preserve area south of the intersection of 
RM 620 and Comanche Trail encompasses a small group of vireos and potential habitat 
and is adjacent to the proposed Cypress Creek preserve. Some of the LCRA property 
adjacent to Mansfield Dam couid be managed for the vireo, subject to the need to 
maintain electric transmission operations on the site. Costs and habitat fragmentation 
may preclude additional preserve acquisition in the area. 

f. South Lake Austin 

Description 

The South Lake Austin macrosite represents approximately 16,397 acres delimited by 
Lake Austin on the north, W 620 on the west, RM 2244 (&x: Cave Road) on the south, 
and Loop 360 on the east. 

The potential presrve unit idenhfied in this macrosite delimits approximately 4,49 1 acres 
that support an estimated 1,067 acres of potential warbler habitat. Most of the highex- 
quatity wadJ1e.r habitat is concentrated within the forested canyons that charactenie he 
area, The intervening plateau areas do not currently support warbler habitat due to 
previous cfeanhg for livestock grazing. If managed as part of the preserve system, 
regenmted warbler habitat on these uplands could provide additional habitat over the 
long term. i 

The main benefits of the preservation of habitat witbin this macrosite would be'those 
d t i n g  from the protection of golden-cheeked warbler habitat. The Southlkke Anstin 
macrosite is of low importance for the black-capped virer, and karst invertebrates. 
Sightings of the vireo in this macrosite are limited to an area adjacent to the Low Wates: 
Crossing Road near Mansfield Dam and the Wolf Ranch. Very few outcrops of 
karst-forming Fredericksburg limestone occur in this macrosite, making it wdikdy that 
karst invertebrates occur in the area. 

This. macrosite indudes agricultural and undeveloped land that: supports habitat. for the 
golden-chee3red warbler. Development in this macrosite is lcjcated p r b d y  in the 
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exueme northwestern portion, the extreme eastem portion, and along the highways. The 
u n d e v e l o ~  interior area of this macrosite has potenual for a contiguous preseme 
containing good golden-cheeked warbler habitat. Approximately 3,639 acres of potentiat 
habitat for this species is estimated to m u r  in the endre macrosite. A 115-acre portion 
of the City of Austin Commons Ford Park is included within the recommended presene 
for this macrosite. 

This macrosite is important for canyon mock-orange; a large population is located in 
Bohl's Hollow. McNeal (1989) indicated the occurrence of apoximatefy 5,020 acres 
of potential habitat for the plants of concern. Bracted twistflower and additional 
populations of canyon mock-orange may occur in this macrosite; however, surveys that 
have been conducted thus far have not documented additional occurrences of the plants 
of concern (McNeal 1989; EB&A 1991). 

Minimum Specifications 

A minirnurn preserve area of 3,000 acres is recommended for this macrosite. Thts, 
preserve should be no less than 3,000 feet wide at its narrowest point and should be 
configured so that greater than 20 percent of the area is within 330 feet of the perimeter, 
The South Lake Austin preserve unit is recommended to be situated 3.2 miles or less 
from the North Lake Austin preseme and 0.5 mile o r  less from the Barton Cn& 
preserve. 

Justification 

The potential preserve area offers protection for a portion of the warbler population south 
of the Colorado River and for adjacent land that can be managed for warblers. If the 
mmmended minimum specrfications are not achieved, acquisition of the canyons 
supporting warblers within the South Like Austin macrosite should still be considered, 
due to their value as biologicat conidors linking preserve units in the Barton Creek and 

- North rske Austin macrosites. This area would provide some degree of mitigation for 
take occuxing outside of the preserve system, assuming that the h l q r  pop-n 
increases as habitat improves within the preserve units. Canyons to the &are * 
to those encompassed by the potential preserve and support suitable warbler hab* 
Eowever, they are sunrounded by development to an extent that precludes any 
remediation of the fragmentation problem in this area. 
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Description' 

The West Austin rnacrosite is generally delimited by Loop 360, U.S. Highway 183, and 
Mesa Drive on the west and the MOPAC Railroad 02 the east. It is much more heaviiy 
int luend by urbanization than other rnacrosites. This macrosite encompasses 22,599 
acres in the vicinity of West Lake Hills and west Austin. Approximately 1,333 acres of 
the total area have potential for incorporation into preserve units for species of concern, 
including the golden-cfieeked warbler, black-capped vhm, karst invertebrates, and 
bracted twistflower. Preservation in the West Austin macrosite is proposed around 
existing preserve areas and other publiclinstitutiond property, such as the Wild Basin 
Wilderness Preserve, Davenport Vireo Preserve, Bee Creek Preserve (a portion of the 
Ull.rich Water Treatment Plant site), Mount Bornell Park, and the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt. Six caves supporting protected fauna are cuxrently known from this m m s i t e  
and adjacent karst habitat outside the permit area to the northeast. Five are 
recommended for protection under the BCCP. Approxirxiately 311 acres of potenw 
golden-cheeked warbler habitat, 237 acres of potential black-capped vireo management 
areas, 753 acres of potential karst habitat, and 17 acres of potential habitat for prowted 
plants, occur within the recommended preserve area. 

justification 

This macrosite is considered to be of high importance for karst invertebrates and the 
black-capped vireo, and of moderate importance for the b r a d  twistfl.ower, with overall 
preserve viability low. Potential preserve areas for birds in this macrosite are smalf, 
fragmented, and surrounded by development, Altfiough it is possible to bbuffer existing 
preserve lands listed above, it may be impossible to reverse the negative impact of 
urbanization on populations of the species of concern. This effect is of particular 
concern regarding the long-term management prospects for the black-capped *, 
gold&-cheked warbler, and bracted twistflower. Although additional habit& for 
species of concern occurs with. this ~mcrosite, the cost, degree of fragmentatioh, and 
extent of surrounding urbanization preclude considering additionai acquisition for 
preserves. Eowever, consideration should be given to such habitat mas, pdcularty 
if they support species of concern and an opportunity for indusion in the preserve 
OCCXS. An example of such an area is a 2U-acre par&, the Lucas tract, which has 
historically supported golden-cheelred w a r b l ~  in close proximity to the City of Austin 
and was recently obtained by TPWD. Thir site has been used for a& and botanical 
research for approximately 40 years, and is unique within the permit a .  for the bird 
census data that has been generated. -It wodd continue to be valuable for fe~eatch 
Aemnt to the BCCP. 
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h. Pederndes River 

Description 

The ~edemal& River macrosite occurs in the extreme western portion of the permit area 
a d  is separated geographically from the rest of the potentnl preserve system. It is the 
least well-known macrosite, and little of it has been surveyed by biologists. Review of 
aerial photos indicates it apparently contains relatively Little habitat for the birds of 
concern. However, golden-cheeked warblers are known to occur at Hamilton Pool 
Preserve, Westcave Preserve, and in scattered habitat in protected canyons along the 
Pedexnaies River. The warbler may occur in other isolated pockets of habitat south of 
Efighway 71 in this macrosite. A substantial population of canyon mock-orange is 
located at the Hamiiton Pool Preserve, and the potential. exists that other popuIations of 
the species may occur in the area (McNed 1989). The P e d d e s  River macrosite 
includes the only undisturbed riparian habitat in the BCCP permit area. All other 
riparian habitat in the permit area (i.e., dong the Colorado River) was impacted inany 
years ago by the construction and operation of Lake Travis and Lake Austin. 

 minimum Specifications 

Acquisition in &his rnacrosite is considered a low priority relative to other proposed 
preserve units. Other than the existing 232 acres at Eamilton Pool Preserve and 29 acres 
at Westcave Preserve, no acquisitions or designations are recommended at this time. 

'\. Justification 

Other preserve options are possible in this area, particularly in the canyons associated 
with the Pedmales River and Cypress Creek, which offer potential habitat for the 
canyon mock-orange and other rare flora, the black-cappxi vireo, and the golden-cheeked 
warbler, and the land adjacent to Westcave Preserve and RamiitDn Pool Preserve. 
Additional research is netxled to determine the a d  distribution of canyon.mock-orange 
in this area. If other occurrences of this species are identified, a revision o i  p d o n  
measures may be appropriate. The addition of bufFa areas around ~ e s k v e  Preseerve 
and Hamilton Pool Preserve would be beneficial, but is precluded by funding lixnitatio~9- 

i. Barton Creek 

Description 

The Barton Creek macrosite i s  the second largest macrosite witfiin the BCCP 
area, having a total area of approximateiy 44,744 acres. The macrosite encompasses the 
majority of the Barton Creek Watershed, between SE 71 to the east, RR 3238 to the 
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- North. and US 29 to the south. The preserve area in thls macrosite includes 
approximately 9,63 1 acres; it encompasses approximately 3,682 clcres of potential 
goiden-cheeked waxbier habitat, 1,775 acres of potentid karst habitat that include one 
cave with Listed s p i e s ,  285 acres of potential management areas for the SLack-capped 
vkeo, and 735 acres of potential habitat for the rare plants. The recommended preserve 
area in the eastern portion of the macrosite is inciuded for the protection of the 
goiden-cheeked warbler, karst, Barton Springs salamander habirat, water quality, and the 
bracted twistflower. 

The easternmost portion of the macrosite, in the proximity of Loop 1 and the Travis 
County and Lost Creek subdivisions, is affected by intensive development pressures. This 
area also includes part of the W o n  Creek greenbelt. This portion of the macrosite is 
of high importance due to the presence of a significant mount of goiden-cheeked waztier 
habitat, a cave supporhg the endangered Bee Creek Cave harvestman, a popuiation of 
the bracted twistflower (which is known to occur in the vicinity of the Barton Creek 
greenbelt), and the Edwards aquifer recharge zone (which is miticat to pmtection of 
groundwater quality and quantity for the Barton Springs salamander). The area south of 
RM 2244, which is adjacent to existing development occuning between the Lost Creek 
subdivision and The Jplands, is the site of several canyons that support habitat for the 
golden-cheeked warbler. 

Areas further to the west (including The Uplands, sweetwater Ranch, Paisan0 Rmch, 
and west to the Shieid Ranch) are consid& to have moderate importance for the 
biack-capped vireo and goiden-cheeked warbler. One small locality occupied by vireos 
ocnus on The Uplands. A signrficant, large block of warbler habitat is located on 
S wetwater Ranch, and small areas of warbler habitat are scattered throughout the area.. 
A preserve is recommended in this area because it contains popularions of the wdle r ,  
the vireo, and large blocks of land that could be effectively managed for these Species 
and buffered from fbture development. This potentid preserve is anfigured to reduce 
urban impacts around the edge, and it has the potential for the regeneration of large a .  
of washla habitat over the long term. Management of existing habitat may be ~ s & k  
for the v h ,  even over the short term. A preserve unit in this area would innease the 
prospects for viability of the warbler and possibly for the vireo in the sapthem and 
central portions of the preserve system. 

The large preserve unit considered in. the westem portion of the ma~c~site is.relati'v@ 
removed fmm urban influence except for roadway intrusions and includes n=latively 
tracts of land that could be contiguRd to minimize external imp.&. Impacts from the 
construction and operation of State Highway 71 and Southwest Parkway dec t  this 
recommended preserve unit; however, ~mrnerciat and &dentid devel4prnerr.t does not -. 
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- occur dong those roadways within the recommended preserve unit. Long-term 
management potential fcr this area, which includes habitat for the warbler and vireo, is 
high. Although much of the area within the recommended preserve is alfwred by past 
ranching activities, a significant amount of land is present that could be managed for the 
vireo and warbler. 

Minimum Specifications 

The recommended preserve unit in the western portion of the Barton Creek macrosite is 
a high priority. Excluding existing roadway intrusions, minimum preserve design 
standards recommended for a preserve in this area apply to a block of no less than 4,000 
acres, having a minimum width of 8,000 feet or greater. The configuration of the 
minimum recommended preserve would have no more than 20 percent of the tot& area 
occurring within 330 feet of the preserve edge. Such a preserve unit should be situated 
no greater than 0.5 mile from the South Lahe Austin preserve unit and 4.7 miles from 
the North Lake Austin presenes. The preserve area recommended for the eastern 
portion of the Barton Creek macrosite is proposed primarily to protect water quality and 
aquifer recharge, and no minimum preserve design specrfications for warbler or vireo 
protection are provided. 

The p-e design recommended for @e h e n  Crcek macrosite was influenced by the 
extent of existing and proposed development within the area and the expense that would 
be involved to acquire p r o m  supporting habitat for the species of concern. The large, 
mamended preserve area in the western portion of this macrosite is considexed 
important to the overall preserve system design, due to the ommence of occupied 
warbler habitat and the potential for habitat management for the warbler and 
blackcapped vireo. Although the eastern portion of the Barton Creek macrosite is 
seriously impacted by existing development, the preserve area mxmnended for this 
portion of the macrosite is considered important for the protection' of exisdng 
golden-cheeked warbler populations, populations of bracted twistflower, Barton C& 
,ulamander habitat, and water quality asm&ed with these habitats. Notwitfistanding the 
water quality benefits of protecting the Edwards Aquifer recharge zone of Ba&n Cnxk, 
the preserve area reammended in the eastan portion is not considered as important to 
the overall p-e system as the area in the western portion of the macrosite, due to 
its proximity to existing development and distance h m  otha preserve areas. 

- 
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j. Southwest Austin 

Description 

The Southwest Aush macrosite consists of 30,945 acres in the southernmost comer of 
the BCCP permit area, south of U.S. Highway 290. This area contains Little significant 
or contiguous habitat for the bitds or plants of concern. However, this macrosite 
contains approximately 12,398 acres of potential karst invertebrate habitat. Although the 
Southwest Ausdn macrosite is a low priority for the development of bird preserves, and 
none are currently proposed for the area, sitespecific protection for endangered species 
supporting karst features may be proposed if they axe identu5ed. 

As stated above, no endangered species preserves are curredy proposed in this 
macrosite, although karst preserves are recommended for unlisted species. No potential 
habitat for the piants of concern was identified by McNeai (1989) in this area. The 
goldexkcfieeked waxb1e.r habitat that does occur here is extremely fragmented. 

k. Travis County Caves 

The preceding discussion of the recommended preserve system presents information 
about karst features and karst preserves to the extent that they relate to individual 
macrosites and overall preserve design withir; the macrosite. 

Currently, 39 caves have been identified in Travis County that contain endangered 
species (Elliott 1992). Three cave clusters have been identified within the pennit area 
and immediately outside the permit area to the nordeast the Four Points cluster, McNeil 
ciustes, and Northwood cluster. The Four Points cluster is located northeast of the 
intersection of Highway 620 and Highway 2222 in the Cypress Creek macrosite. The 
Northwood and McNeil ci. sters occur in close proximity in the vicinity of Walnut Creek 
near -Howard Lane ana McNd Drive in North Austin. Cumulatively,  these 
recommended preserves contain 14 of the endangered species caves. The majoritysf the 
remaining endangered species caves (11) occur in areas identified for preserve acquisition 
within a preserve anacrosite. Ten of the 14 remaking caves have the cave openings 
protected from development due to the willingness on the part of private owners o r  the 
City of Austin to manage them for the species of concern. However, hydrogeologic 
studies have not been conducted on these ten caves. The other four, Beer Bottle Cave, 
Puzzle Pits Cave, We-st Rim Cave, and M7'fipede Cave, have not been recommaded for 
protection because of limited biologiml value and species recovery can be attained 
without these caves. 
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- Twenty additional caves have been identified in Travis County that support rare 
invertebrates that are not currently listed by the USFWS. These are recommended for 
protection for a variety of ecologid reasons. These particular caves support a number 
of rare invertebrate species and are also important recharge features. 

Additional information, particulariy regaaing hydrogeologic characteristics, is required 
to determine an adequate protection strategy for each karst feature proposed for 
protection The boundaries of the r m m e n d e d  karst preserves are estimations of what 
is thought to be necessary to protect the caves within them. These boundaries are liheiy 
to be adjusted as the appropriate data is obtained. A key considemtion regarding the 
merits of acquisition of any given cave or karst preserve unit will be the adequacy of 
existing water quality regulations or other measures or agreements (e.g., conservation 
easements) to adequately protect the feature and its resident fauna and bereby obviate 
the need for fee simple acquisition. 

B. Social Resources 

After a Hod of siuggish economic growth during the late 1980s, the Austin area has 
seen sigmlicant growth in population and housing over the past few years. This growth 
has been fueled by major increases in employment in the high technology and SerYice 
sectors. As a result of the job growth, which is di&ussed in Section C of this chapm. 
Travis County has experienced an in& in population and housing growth. Most of 
this new growth has been in the western Travis County area. '~ 

1. Population 

Travis County has seen a tremendous amount of growth in population over the past 20 
years. As shown in Table 13, from 1970 to 1980 the county's population iacreased 47.7 
percent from 295,576 in 1970 to 419,335 in 1980. From 1980 to 1990, the population 
grew 37.5 percent from 419,335 in 1980 to 576,407 in 1990 (City of Austin 1991b)). 
Recent figures (July 1995). estimate the county population to be 641,017 (City of Austin 
1995). TIis growth can be attributed to a booming economy in the late 1970s and d y  
1980s. Since the mid 1980s growth has slowed, but more recently it has in& @. 

The portions of Travis County that are west of the MOPAC Railroad grew at a fhstiz 
rate tfian the county as a whole during the 1970s and 1980s. As shown in Table 13, the 
population of western Travis County grew 84.4 percent during the 1970s, from 66,770 
in 1970 to 123,120 in 1980. Likewise, westem Travis County grew 64.8 m n t  during 



TABWE l3 
TRAVIS COUNTY POPULATION GROWTE 1970-1990 

5% Change 5% Change 

Change 1990 
City of Austin 251,808 345,496 37.2 465,622 34.8 84.9 
T~&S Co. W/O 

Austin 
Travis County 

Tract 1.00 
Trsct 13.01 
Tract 16.01 
Tract 16.02 
Tract 17.01 
Tract 17.02 
Tract 19.00 
Tract 20.00 

Total of Tracts 
(including areas west 

of MOPAC) 

SOURCE: City of Austin Census Report #1, 1991. 
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the 1980s to reach a population of 202,897 in 1990 (City of Austin 199lb). These ares  
are more attractive to area residents who move there to enjoy the hills, lakes, and sce.;ric 
vistas. 

A result of western Travis County's faster g r o d  is h t  the distribution of population 
in the county is shifting wesward. In 1970, western Travis County contained 22.59 
percent of the county's population. This percentage has gown over the last two d d e s  
to 29.36 percent in 1980 and 35.20 percent in 1990. 

2. Housing 

The number of total housing units in Travis County grew by 52.1 percent during the 
1980s (Table 14). In 1980, there were 173,732 housing units in the county, cornpaxed 
to 254,173 in 1990. The number of units in western Travis County grew by 75.4 
percent over the same time period. In 1980, there were 52,442 total housing units in 
Travis County west of the MOPAC Railroad. This number increased to 91,992 in 1990 
(City of Austin 1991b). The increase in housing is also a response to Austin's growing 
economy of the early 1980s and early 1990s. 

Westezn Travis County's percentage of the total units in the county also increased during 
the 1980s. In 1980,30.19 percent of the total housing units in Travis County were west 

, of the MOPAC Railroad. In 1990, the percentage increased to 34.82 percent. 

More recent data from the City of Austin Department of Planning and Deveiopment 
shows that the vast majority of new housing units in Travis County are being constnrcted 
in western Travis County. In 1991,78.1 percent of the CatScates of occupancy issned 
for new housing units in TmvFs County were for residences in western Travis Comfy. - 
This figure rose to 85.5 percent in 1992 and increased again to 88.7 &cent in 1993 
(City of Austin 199 lb, 1992a, 1993b, and 1994). New development actiuity increased 
during 1994 fueling new construction. Residential construction increased 43 
c o m m d  activity decreased 23 percent from 1993 but is expected to rise hi 1995 (&.ty 
of Austin 1995). Development activity in 1995 is projected to exceed the 1994 totah, 
continuing an upward trend during the 1990s (City of Austin 1995). 



TABLE 14 
TRAVIS C0UL"rlTT HOUSING GROWTH, 1980-1990 

(Total Housing Units) 

% Change 

Travis 173,732 264,173 52.1 

Tract 1.01 1,990 1,955 -1.8 
Tract 1.02 944 1,045 10.7 

Tract 13.03 1,528 1,549 1.4 

Tract J3.04 1,449 1,804 24.5 

Tract 16.02 1,750 1,585 -9.4 

Tract 16.03 1,978 1,969 -0.5 

Tract 16.04 1,708 1,758 2.9 

Tract 16.05 
Tract 16.06 
Tract 17.03 2,100 3,516 67.4 

Tract 17.04 3,037 3,378 11.2 

Tract 17.05 920 1,450 57.6 

Tract 17.06 903 . 1,701 88.4 

Tract 17.07 1,831 2,373 29.6 

Tract 17.08 
,\\ Tract 17.09 

Tract 17.10 1,306 3,738 186.2 

Tract 17.11 2,s 15 5,464 136.0 

Tract 17.12 1,426 1,83 1 28.4 

Tract 1".13 1,249 1,631 30.6 

Tract 17.14 2,469 6,882 178.7 

Tract 17.15 
Tract 17.16 
Tract 17.17 3,022 6,888 127.9 
Tract 19.01 2,184 3,054 39.8 
Tract 19.02 1,057 1,316 24.5 

Tract 19.03 



TABLE 14 
TRAVIS COUNTY HOUSING GROWTH, 1980-1990 

(Total Housing Units) 
(continued) 

1980 1990 
Tract 19.04 1,675 2,064 23.2 
Tract 20.01 2,042 3,753 83.8 
Tract 20.02 1,217 1,384 13.7 

W of MoPAC 

SOURCE: City of Austin Census Report #3, 199 1. 
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3. Transportation 

The primary roadways serving western Travis County are U.S. 153, U.S. 290, SE 71, 
RR 620, RR 2244 (Bee Cave Road), RR 2222, RR 1431, Loop 360, and h p  1 
(MOPAC). Several of these roadways are in various stages of upgrade. Widening or 
extension projects are currently under way on U. S. 183, U.S. 290, RR 2222, a d  Loop 
I. Most of the major roads in western Travis County pass in close proximity to areas 
recommended for the preserve system. The roadways are being upgraded as a response 
to traffic increases in the area. As the population of Travis County shifts westward, the 
transportation network must develop to meet the needs of the area. 

4. Recreation 

For a detailed discussion of the recreational resources found in western Travis County, 
see Chapters 3 and 4, Section E of this ETS. Public parks operated by Travis County 
include Pace Bend Recreation Area, Arkansas Bend County Park, Mansfield Dam County 
Park, Wfid Basin Wfiderness Park, RamiIton Pool Presene, and Windy Point. The City 
of Austin aho operates several large pa rk  within western Travis County, including 
Emma Long Metropoiitan Park, Bull Creek District Park, and the Barton Creek 
Greenbelt. 

TBexe are also many private recreational resources in western Travis County. These 
include golf courses and campgrounds. Some of the larger private recreational areas that 
are located near the proposed preserve boundaries indude Barton Creek Country Club, 
Lost Creek Country Club, G m t  Hills Country Club, and the River Place Golf Course. 

Schools 

Three area schooi districts are located wholly within western Travis Couq, The Eanes 
Independent School District, which has seven schools, occupies much of the southeastern 
portion of western Travis County. The Lake Travis Independent School Distdct has 
three schools and serves the ateas west of the Eanes District and south of rake Travis. 
The Lago Vita Independent School District, which has three schools, serves the area 
north of Lake Travis. Other districts that cover a substantial portion of western Tn* 
County include the Austin Independent School District, the Round Rock I n d e p d a t  
School District, and the Leander Independent School District. Additionally, there are 
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seveLd private schools in the area. As the population of western Travis County 
increases, a need for additional school facilities can be assumed. 

C .  Economic Resources 

1. Employment 

Total employment in Travis County has grown rapidly over the past few y m .  Table 15 
shows that the majority of the employment sectors in the county have shown increases 
in jobs since 1984. The total number of jobs bas increased 27.6 percent from 270,962 
during the second quarter of 1984 to 345,616 during the second quarter of 1992. The 
only sectors that decreased their employment over the past eight years were mining and 
construction. The construction sector had a net loss of 8,866 jobs from 1984 to 1992. 
The largest increases were seen in the s e ~ c e s  sector. This sector posted a net increase 
of 35,468 jobs from 1984 to 1992 (Texas Employment Commission lTlECJf 1992). 

Per 1990 census information, the Travis County unemployment rate was listed at 6.03 
percent. The census tracts west of the MOPAC Railroad had a combined unemployment 
rate of 5.04 percent, while those to the east 'of the railroad had a combined 
unemployment rate of 8.64 percent (city of Austin l992a). 

'\. 
., 2. Personal Income 

The median famiiy income for Tmvis County in 1989 was $35,931. As in most places, 
incomes vary greatly over the region. The median family incomes for census tracts in 
the Permit area ranged from $19,722 to $96,345. The median W y  inincome for the 
Permit area as a whole was $51,260. Median family incomes for the trabts outside of 
the preserve area are generaily lower, with several tracts in the eastern poak,ns of Austin 
below $20,000. 

3. Property Tax Base and Revenues 

The Travis Central Appraisal District was contacted regarding basehe property 
tax information similar to that projected by Gau and J m t t  in the Economic fm- 
Study of the Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan (Gau and Jarrett 1992). TCAI) 
personnel indicated that any readily available information would not be comparable to the 



TABLE IS 
TRAVIS COUNTY EMPLOYIklENT BY INDUSXY 

(SECOND QUARTER 1984.1992) 

96 Change 

Industry ' 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1984-1992 

Agricuitun: 1,086 1,348 1,518 1,769 2,141 97.1 

Mining 607 63 1 405 484 530 -12.7 

' Construction 20,950 20,575 11,786 9,734 12,084 -42.3 

hlanufacturing 33,457 34,608 34,285 40,314 45,300 35.4 

Transportaiion, wxuner 7,723 9,679 9,436 10,607 11,780 52.5 

Trade 63,130 70,265 67,296 69,59 1 71,630 13.5 

Fire 19,220 23,347 21,767 21,402 22,035 14.6 

Service 56,467 68,298 70,491 81,251 91,935 62.8 

State government 46,322 46,423 49,310 53,207 56,189 21.3 

Local govenrment 2 2 , m  25,900 28,328 29,751 31,992 45.4 

Total 270,962 301,074 294,622 318,110 345,616 27.6 

SOURCE: Texas Employmat Commission 1984, 1986, 1988,1990, 1992. 
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- projected tax revenue effects. TCllD has tax base information segregated by taxing 
jurisdiction, but not by tracts or other aggiomerations that would allow for an existing 
property tax base evaluation of the proposed permit area (Cory, pas. comm. 1992). 

D. Land Use 

1. Land Use Controls in the Permit Area 

a. Comprehensive Plans 

Comprehensive plans are policy documents intended to guide growth and development 
within a community. In addition to stated growth policies, comprehensive plans typically 
include a future land use plan, a transportation plan, utilities pians, and other elements 
related to future land use. Texas zoning enabling legislation requires a city's zoning 
ordimace to be consistent with a comprehensive pian, although comprehensive plan 
coverage in a city's emterxitoriai jurisdiction is not to be construed as zoning, which 
applies only within the city limits. A city's ETJ is that area within a presczibed distance 
from the city limits within which no other city or speaal district can annex land or 
provide serrices without the permission of the city. The size of an ETI is based on the 
city's population and proximity to 'other municipalities. Cities can apply their 
subdivision controls in their ETJs. State subdivision law requires subdivisions to be 

', consistent with the "general pian" of the community. 

The 561,000.acre BCCP permit area lies completely w i t h  Travis County (see F i  2). 
The participating governmental jurisdictions are the City of Austin, Travis County, and 
the City of Sunset Valley. The nonparticipating jurisdictions are the cities and EITs of 
Lakeway, BriarcfLfF, Lago Vista, Cedar Park, Leander, Tonestown, Pffugeryilk, Manor, 
San Leanna, Creedmore, Mustang Ridge, Rollingwocxi, West Lake Bills, &d nd Beeve 
plus small portions of the ETIs of Round Rock, Hutto, &strop, Buda, itnd DdpEdng 
Springs. Wltfi the exdusion of the ncmparticipating incorporated areas and their ETJs, 
the permit area comprises approxhatdy 91 percent of Travis County's td arek 

The City of Austin has the strongest planning capabilities of all the jur%$cti011~ within 
the permit area. Austin's city charier quires that the City adopt a mmp-e p h  
by ordinance. Austin has never adopted a compxehensive plan by which 
would have the full force and effect of law. The ~ustih City Council d h e d  to adopt 
Ausn'nplan, the first, and also most recent, attempt to adopt a &mpeDSive plan by 
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ordinance. Austin Tomorrow, whichwas adopted bycitywunciiresoiutionsh 1977and 
1979, is the policy document intended to p ide  comprehensive pianning in Austin. 

Ausn'n Tomorrow has a mag of preferred growth areas by prioriry for the city and its ETJ 
as it existed in 1979, rather than a traditional future land use map. The plan policies 
give priority to development within the 1977 city limits and expansion in a northeast- 
southwest conidor approximately six miles wide dong IEE-35. The western edge of the 
city and the western ETJ are the lowest priorities for development (Priorities N and V). 
Prioriry N areas are primarily along U.S. 183 North, U.S. 290 West, and Loop 360, 
where commitments for roads and utilities have been made. Growth in Priority V areas 
does not conform to the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan. 

The City of Sunset Valley also has an adopted comprehensive plan. The Ciry of Sunset 
Valley Master P h  was adopted by ordinance in 1984 and is in the process of being 
updated. Travis County, by Texas law and consistent with other counties, does not have 
a comprehensive plan. 

Table 16 includes all of the jurisdictions in the Section lO(a)(l)(B) permit area and lists 
their Land use controls. Each of these controls is briefly discussed below. 

With very few exceptions, only cities have ordinance-making authority in Texas. 
@rihennore, cities can apply their zoning regulations only within their corporate limits. 
Austin and Sunset Valley have zoning ordinances. Travis County does not. Austin has 
extended its corporate boundaries to include limited-purpse annexations. The primary 
function of the limited-purpose annexations is to extend zoning controls without having 
to extend services. Since 1987, limited-purpose annexations must be converted to full- 
purpose status within three years. 

Austin's zoning ordinance is part of the Land Use i q t e r  of the city's'lond 
Development Code. The Lond Developmem Code covers land development pso&ures, 
land use, utilities and on-site disposal, special districl, transportation, drainage, 

-environmentat protection and management, and buildings (uniform building code). Tir 
addition to zoning, the Land Use chapter addresses subdivisions, water quality-reiated 
deveiupment intensities (watershed ordinance), site deveJopment. and signs. The Land 
Development Code is supported by a series of technical manuals , -r engineering analysis. 
Not all aspects of the Land Development Cale can be appkd in the city's ETJ, 
however. 



TABLE 16 
LADID USE CONTROLS BY ,JURISDICTION IN THE PERMIT AREA 

Comprehen- Subdivision Watershed Site Building 
Jurisdiction sive Plan Zoning Regulations Ordinance Permit Pennit 

Travis County e e 

Austin 
Inc. Area e o e e e e 
ETJ e e e e e * 

Sunset Valley 
Inc. Area e e e .. 
ETJ e o e e 

N O E :  County regulates only septic tanks, floodpiains, and roadways. 

*Code review for electrical, water, wastewater, and fire codes in areas that the City 
provides these services. 
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c. Subdivision Controls 

Cities are allowed to control the platting of subdivisions witkin their city Limits and their 
ETJs. Counties do not have the authority to regdate subdivisions outside incorporated 
areas, including subdivisions within a city's ETJ. Counties only have the authority to 
regulate roadways, floodplains, and septic tanks. Within a c i t y ' s  ETJ, the city typically 
leads the subdivision review process. although the county commissioners must also take 
action on the plat. In case of conflicting requirements, the suicter standard applies. 
Austin, Sunset Valley, and Travis Counry dl have subdivision regulations. 

d. Watershed Ordinances 

Cities get their authority to regulate development wirhin watersheds that feed a commu- 
nity's drinking water supply through state subdivision and annexation acts and the, 
Federal Clean Water Act. Both Austin and Sunset Valley have watershed ordinances that 
overfay additional. regulations on their respective subdivision ordinances. Both 
ordinances regulate impervious cover and, in effect, require that runoff after development 
not ex& m o f f  quantity and velocity before development. Both ordinances define 
critical water quality zones within 100-year floodplains in which very fittie construction 
k allowed. They also allow transfers of development intensity from water quality 
transition zones to uplands. 

County subdivision regulatory authority comes from different state enabling legislation 
&an that for cities. County authority is based on the need to provide xiequate and safe 
access to property and to protect the public health in the design of on-site wastewater 
disposal systems. Although Travis County does require a site development permit, it 
only assures that minimum engineering standards are met for roads and erosion control 
during construction. Travis County requests from the Lower Colorado River Authority 
any authority that it does not itself have to protect water quality. The LCRA issues 
construction permits within the Lake Travis watershed outside Austin's EIT a ~ d  the 
jurisdictions of the other cities in western Travis County. - 
e. Site Permits 

The City of Austin has a site deveioprnent permit process to implement its watershed 
ordinance. The permit applicant is required to show intended land use, the locations of 
all proposed improvements, other impervious cover, and proposed water q d t y  controi~ 
on the site. This permit process is applied both within the city limits and the ET?. 
Sunset Valley's site plan requirements in its watershed ordinance are patterned after 
Austin's site development permit process. Travis County's site development @t, 
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as restricted by state law, mentioned above, does not address kind use, building 
placement, or impervious cover. 

f. BuiiCing Permits 

General buiiding permits can be required only within incorporated areas. b t h  Austin 
and Sunset Valley issue building permits within their city Limits. Austin also requires 
code review within its ETJ for eiecllical, water, wastewater, and fire codes in areas that 
the city provides these services. 

2. Existing LandUse 

Austin's cment incorporated area covers approximately 145,240 acres, of which 
143,982 acres are in Travis County and comprise about 24 percent of the pennit*- 
The city's five-mile ETJ within the permit area covers an additional 266,095 acres for 
a total of 410,077 acres, or 69 percent of the permit area. 

The City of Austin Department of Planning and Development has updated its 1985 
existing land use inventory. That update indudes westem Travis County and other 
jurisdictions within the county. Travis County has. no land use inventory. 

The 1985 City of Ausdn land use inventory, as updated and expanded thmugh May 18, 
\ 1993, shows the existing Jmd uses for most of the urbanized area in Travis County 

(Table 17). Of the developed areas in 1985, 67 percent was for residential uses. 
Nonresidential uses comprised 17 percent of the developed area, and pubiic uses 
comprised 16 percent. Of the public w, 56 percent of the amage was educational 
uses, and 31 percent was parkland (City of Austin 1986). 

Sunset Valley's incorporated area is 797 acres. Its ETT is 184 acres. The 1984 Master 
Plan divides the city into (single-family) Residential, Non-Residential (ret@l and oftice), 
and Deed-restricted Residential. (possible future zoning for local retd and office OE 
U.S. 290) land uses. No data are available for existing land use acreages. - 

3. Growth Trends 

The populations of Austin and Travis County grew by 1.2 pe'cent in 1992. The city 
grew by 2.3 percent in 1991. From 1980 to 1990, the city's population increased by 
35 percent, with the highest population growth occurring in the northeastem and 



Land Use Type Acreage 

Own space 

Single-family residential 

Mobile home 

Multi-family residential 

Office 

Commercial 

Industrial 

Transportation 

Utilities 

Civic 

Water 

TOTAL 

NOTE: Prelixninary data comF for Austin incorporated area, 
Cedar Park, and urbanized ETJ , ,;y. 
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southwestern suburban fringes (City of Austin 1991b). Section C of this chapter 
discusses gowth patterns in the county in more detail. 

A significant percentage of undeveloped land witfi potential habitat for the species of 
interest in this EES has akeady been planned and platted and, in some cases, partially 
developed with roads and utilities. A significant amount of this subdivision activity 
has occurred in Austin's western ETJ over the past five or six years (City of Austin 
1989, 1990a, 1991a, 1992a7 1993b). 

E. Recreation 

Recreational facilities located in the proposed permit area (Travis County) include 
neighborhood, district, and metzopolitan parks with sports facilities owned and operated 
by the City of Austin. Table 18 lists the recreational facilities in western Travis County 
by size, manager, type, and use. The Lower Colorado River Authority, Txavis County, 
and the State also own and operate recreational facilities with some of the same features 
of the cityowned parks, as well as expanded camping and water sports opportunities. 
In addition, some private recreational facilities provide camping sites, resorts, game 
fields, golfcourses, summer camps, marinas, and boat ramps. The reaeational network 
provided by the public and private entities has been established to provide auxss to the 
public both on a fee and open basis, according to the pximary goals of the sponsonhg 
entities. 

\ 

Although the permit area consists of Travis County in its entirety, there is very little 
identified habitat for the protected species east of MOPAC Expressway ( b o p  I). In 
general, public and private recreational facilities east of Loop 1, although within the 
pennit area, are not affected by the proposed p rame system. Therefore, the facilities 
located in those areas wiU be discussed in detail o d y  if particular environmental 
conquences or issues are raised. This wiil be done as part of Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 
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1 Table 18 1 

1 RECREATIONAL FACILITfES WEST OF LOOP I 
ii o P Olhar I '  
I O E  
I( I. T 
I P S  
N 
0 

1 
/partially in Burnet & Williamson 

0 I 

1 Size without Travis Cotinty Park 
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Table 18 I 

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES WST OF LOOP 1 

a - Size unknown b - Area included in Pace Bend Acreage 
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- 1. Public Recreational Facilities 

The public recreational areas wirhin the permit area can be categorized by the following: 

Recreational Facilities 

Within permit area 
West of Loop 1 
Within preserve system 

Acres 

20,922 
11,551 
7,087 

The recreational resources include public parks, preserves, and areas for active recre- 
ational use. Some facilities, such as Mansfield Dam, serve other pubk functions as 
well. The acreage also includes tracts that are publicly owned but have never been 
developed for recreational use, such as portions of the McGregor and Whele-ss tracts and 
other property owned by LCRA. 

For the most part, the recreational facilities west of Loop 1 are regional attractions. The 
notable exceptions are smaller parks closer to the center of Austin, which are designated 
neighborhood psks  or pools. The remainder of the tracts, both public and private, offer 
varying types of recreational opportunities, including camping (both primitive and 
improved), hiking, swimming, boating, water skiing, golf, disc golf, game fields, group 
activity areas, playgrounds, and areas of historic interest. 

This section presents the discussion of recreational fadt ies  in two parts, public and 
private. Public facilities are organized according to their managing entity: Travis 
County, E R A ,  joint Travis County-LCU agreement, and City of Austin. Cultural 
resources are discussed in a third part, The detailed inventory of resources included in 
this section includes only those resources that are part of the proposed preserve. The 
area is bounded by Loop 1 and its extensions on the east and the Travis County bomdary 

. on the north, south, and west. a 

a. Travis County Recreational Facilities 

Travis County Parks Department maintains several types of parks within the;permit area. 
The facilities are deveioped to provide a v&ety of recreational opportunities to all county 
residents. The fkilities offer camping andlor day use and access and sports facilities in 
areas that historically have been in unincorporated areas. W~tbin Travis County, 
hcilities are not evenly distributed &hex by acreage or by type. The sports facilities are 
all in eastern Travis County. All of the wnping facilities are located in western Travis 
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County. The day use areas are more evenly distributed, although 11 out of the 16 
facilities are located west of Loop 1. 

Management Rules, Guidelines, and Standards 

Travis County 
operated parks. 
excessive noise 

has general rules pertaining to conduct in Counry-owned or County- 
They include prohibitions against firearms, weapns, fieworks, and 

and rules regarding control of pets, leashed pets, or no pets (depending 
on location). Swimming is allowed except when signs are posted. The faciiities are 
generally open year-round, although each park or facility has its o m  hours of operation. 
Hours of operation for some day use facilities change seasonally. 

Other regulations pertain to resource protection: 

H O E S  are dowed in two County facilities, neither of which is proposed for the 
preserve system. 

Generally, plants, animals, and natural formations are not to be disturbed. 
Animals and p h t s  are not to be introduced in a County park. 

* Cutting or gathexing firewood is also prohibited. Fires are permitted in camp 
stoves, @, or fireplaces as posted or provided. Ground fires are permitted in 
designated areas only. No fires, cooking, or stoves of any kind are 7ed in 
Wild Basin Preserve or Elkmilton Pool Preserve. No ground fires are allowed in 

1, anydayusefidty.  

* Motorized vehicles are confsned to designated roadways. Only street-leg& 
vehicies are allowed on designated roadways. No all-- or other off-hi&way 
vehicfes are allowed. Motorized boats are to be launched at desitd boat 
ramps only. 

Maintenance i 

. 
Maintenance polities for Travis County parks are developed individually fo; each 
hcility. Maintenance methods for facilities are standardized. 

Capital Tmpmvernents 

The County recently signed a 30-year lease to continue its operation of  the County parks 
on LCRA land. As lessee, the County also has responsibitity for the capital improve- 
ments for the areas used as County parks. 
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Travis County has several capital improvements pianned, ixfuding major improvements 
at Mansfield Dam Park a d  Pace Bend Pa&. Irnprovenents at Mansfieid Dam are 
planned by both the County and the LCRA. Work includes the designation and 
improvement of parking areas, development of conuoild access, and r e p h a e n t  and 
addition of toiie~ and. possiiily, shower facilities. A najor project at Mansfield Dam 
may involve the consmction of a visitor and interpretive center by the LCRA. 

The schedule for other planned improvements is under development. In addition to 
Mansfield Dam, it tentatively includes improvements at several recreational axeas 
designated for the preserve, as follows. 

@ Addition of a handicapped ramp to the water's edge at Hippie Hollow. County 
staff believes this project can be accornpiished without the removal of any trees. 

Sandy Creek currently has one lane available at the boat ramp; both the LCRA 
and the County have agreed to expand the ramp to two lanes. A boat ramp grant 
for this work was approved in 1995. 

Cypress Creek is split by a cove and provides vehicular access fiom both sides 
of the cove. Due to heavy use, the County would like to budd a pedestrian 
bridge across the cove and eliminate one of the vehicuiar access points. The 
LCRA agrees on the merits of tbe project but has not backed it at this time. 

The County completed improvements and renovations at Bob Wentz Park at 
Windy Point and does not have any formal plans for additional improvements at 
this time. 

The County prepared a biological assessment of Pace Bend Park, Marisfield Dam Park 
and Arkansas Bend Park in 1993 which wil l  be used in the improvement and master 
planning of these parks. 

i 

Travis County Recreational Facilities within the Preserve 

Hamilton Pool Preserve. Hamilton Pool is a unique natural pool, with limestone 
and associated streamside vegetation. Activities include swimming, pack-h@ck-~ut 
picnics, and day hikes. No pets or hres of any kind are allowed and visitors must 
remain on designated trails. Swixnrning is not aUowed when the bacteria count is high 
due to either the nesting activities of a swalZow colony in the C I S  smunding the pool 
or run-off from pastures upstream. 
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- WiZd Basin Wilderness Preserve. Wild Basin Preserve is owned by Travis County and 
managed by the Committee for Wild Basin Wilderness, Inc., through a management 
contract. A small, approximately one-acre portion is owned by the Committee which is 
a private nonprofit orgaintion. The organhtion operates an educational facility on this 
portion of the tract. The management philosophy for this tract of land is more stringent 
than other County facilities. The area is open only during th-e day, and only walking is 
allowed. No picnics, fishing, or access to areas off the traiis is dlowed. 

b. LCRA Recreational Facilities 

The Texas legislature established the Lower Colorado River Authority as a conservation 
and reclamation district with no taxing authority that provides reiiabie l o w a s t  utility and 
public services. Its responsibilities also include soil conservation, flood control, watex 
management, preservation of fish and wiidlife, and pollution abatement. To the extent 
that other use of the land does not interfere with these prima@goals, lands are managed 
to provide access and recreational opportunities for the public. 

Some of the facilities are managed as primitive recreational areas. Unlike traditional 
parks, these areas are intended to be enjoyed in their natural state. Few if any improve- 
ments are offered. Maintenance of existing access roads, access barriers, parking areas, 
and installation of informational signs are the notable exceptions. 

Mlanagement Rules, Guidelines, and Stahdards 

I39 law, LCRA lands are open to the public for recreational uses, including iishhg. 
A m  may be restricted to public access when such use would interfere with b e  proper 
conduct of business of the district or would interfere with the lawful use of the property. 
The following specific regulations also apply. 

4 All vehicie operation on LCRA land must be conhed to designated mads and 
parking areas. They must be licensed for street use, operated only by $sons 
with a valid driver's license and follow posted speed limits. - 

* Campfues are permitted only in established iire rings or contained in. camp 
stoves. 

No natural resources may be destroyed or removed &om LCRA property without 
prior written permission from LCRA. Protected resources include timber, 
shrubs, other vegetation, rock, sand, gmvd, caliche or similar  substance^ or 
materiais, or geologic features. 
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- e Possession or discharge of fireworks, explosives, or firearms are prohibited on 
LCRA land. 

e All pets must be under direct control of their owners. Some properties expressly 
prohit& pets and livestock. 

@ Archaeological and historical features are protect& by law and cannot be 
disturbed without a permit from the State Antiquities Committee and without prior 
written permission from the LCRA. 

@ Habitation on LCRA lands is prohibited. Camping is limited to five consecutive 
days in designated areas only. No person may construct electric, wa.ter, 
wastewater, or other utilities without prior written permission from the LCR4. 

Low-impact camping techniques are required for primitive recreational areas. 
This includes minimal disturbance of the camping area, use-designated camping, 
and fire areas, Specific suggestions are also given for camp construction, fires, 
garbage, sanitation, and water usage. 

Disposal of trash, garbage, hazardous materials or other solid wastes are 
prohibited, along with waste water, sewage or other liquid effiuents. 

Littedng, public consumption or display of alcoholic beverages, glass containers 
and excessive noise are not allowed. 

k~ Groups larger than 20 individuals must obtain a land use p d t .  

Regular maintenance M e r s  depending on the type of facilty. Maintemce is minimal 
in the primitive recreational ateas, but most offer cornposting toilets and a dumpster. 
Access is limited to existing facilities. Trails are existing pathways only and are 
designed and constructed for minimum maintenance. 

. 
Capital Improvements 

Plans for L- facilities withio the preserve include an interpretive and visitor ceatex 
at Miasfield Dam, a kayak run below Tom Miller Dam, and primitive site 
improvements. 

The LCRA also has a policy of consolidating smaller tracts of land and buying and 
trading partels of land to form larger tracts that can more readily f i t  into the weall 
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system. The LCRA also sells smaller tracts to raise capital for additional larger tracts 
or for capital improvements. 

L C M  Recreatioinal Facilities within the Presel-ve 

McGregor Resource Area. Portions of the shorehe areas of this tract are leased to 
Travis County for part of Bob Wenn Park and Rippie Hollow Park. A portion of the 
proposed preserve area is a steep upland area adjacent to Hippie Hollow Park. This area 
is open to the public but is not open to vehicular traffic. The LCRA has classified the 
property for conservation and recreational use. 

Westcave Preserve. Westcave Preser~e is similar to Ehmilton Pool Preserve but is a 
separate parcei of land that is owned by the LCRA and is operated by a private nonprofit 
organization. The tract is intended primarily as a preserve and is available for educational 
purposes. 

Wheless Resource Area. This area is open to the public for recreational purposes but 
is not open to vehicular traffic. The LCRA has ciassified the property for conservation 
and recreational use. 

c. Joint LCRA - Travis County Recreational Facilities 

Several public recreational facilities within' the permit area are on property owned by 
, L a  and operated by Travis County. The LCRA has entered into one master park 
lease agreement for operation of the m e n  parks leased to Travis County for recreational 
purposes. In western Travis County; this lease agreement provides public access to Lake 
Travis. 

Mmagement Rules, Guidelines, and Standards 

The management of these areas is determineed by the management policies of the entities 
involved and follows that outfined above for Travis County and the LCRA. Wheq there 
are conflicts between the rules and regutations at a particular fkdlity and the general 
guidelines of the entity, the facility rules govern. Special management policies are 
discussed as part of the fhdity description. 

The maintenance of the facixities is determined by the guiddhes of the managing 
and changes according to the facility. 
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Capital Improvements 

Cqital improvements for joint LC33.A-Travis Counry faciiiries are the responsibility of 
Travis County,. which is currently in the process of preparing its cagital improvement 
program. 

Recreational Facilities within the Preserve 

Bob W e m  Park ar Windy Point. This park is shoreline propeq made up of a leased 
portion of the McGregor tract and acreage owned by Travis County known as the 
Romberg t&t. The Bob Wenu Park shoreline is not part of the presene system. 

d. City of Austin Recreational Facilities 

The City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department maintains various types of parks. 
Some of the parks also perform ancillary functions not associated with recreation. 
District parks usually have been established in major floodplains and are managed as part 
of regional detention and flood control program. Greenbelts are generally small, with 
very few improvements, foilowing creek beds and other natural waterways. They serve 
as pedestrian connections to larger facifities as well as drainageways. Metropolitan parks 
are conceived as regional recreation facilities with a variety of activities. Each 
metropolitan park has a unique blend of available attractions, some of which may charge 
a fee. 

" Management Rules, Guidelines, and Standards 

Rules, regulations, and management practices vary from park to park depending on the 
types of activities allowed or encouraged. However, there are some guidelines that are 
consistent for all facilities, inciuding the prohibition of f i r e m s  and hunting, fires in 
designated areas only, and animals under direct control of owner except when in a posted 
no-leash area. The preserve areas have restricted access and more stringeat use regula- 
tions. The Parks and Recreation Department is developing consolidated park d e s  and 
regulatioions; this document is cunentiy in draft fonn and has not been fo&atly adopted. 

Maintenance 

The City has a maintenance p h  and p r o w  for the park system. Maintenance and 
development of City resources vary according to the type of park. 

Neighborhood and school parks are generally highly maintained. In the past that has 
included tud areas that had to be replanted and groomed on a regular basis. Thm is a 
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trend toward providing natural areas within these neighborhood parks, where maintenance 
is minimized. The use or' wiidflowers a d  native plants, coupled with an emphasis on 
passive recreational opportunities, is the goal for urban park maintenance. 

District parks tend to be highly aeveioped. offering a variety of major indoor and outdoor 
facilities; however, the parks' naturai features play a role in the type of areas 
maintained. Routine maintenance is very similar to nonpark facilities because of the 
presence of the buiidings and other structures, including maintenance of parking areas, 
internal roads, and water distribution systems. 

Metropolitan parks provide the greatest diversity of recreational opportunities and also 
offer facilities for special interest groups. Maintenance is according to the requirements 
of specialty activities, such as archery, theater, bicyciing, model airplane flying, tennis, 
camping, and boating. Passive activities are also encouraged in order to make use of the 
unique environmental features present at these locations. Although the improved facili- 
ties may require specialized maintenance programs, the remainder of the park is usually 
managed to enhance unique natural features. 

Capital Improvements 

The City of Austin prepares capital improvement plans .annually, with a seven-year 
projection, which have been done considering the creation of the preserve. 
Consequently, improvements have not been scheduled for areas designated as part of the 
&esme. The active use areas have been scheduled for routine maintenance. No capital 
improvements are currently planned for the facilities in this inventory. 

City of Austin Recreational Facilities within the Preserve 

Upper BUZZ Creek and Bull Creek District Park. There are no improved trails in the 
Upper Bull Creek system. Access points for fishing and off-street parking are provided. 

Vireo Preserve. The V-keo Preserve is managed as a preserve. This area% not 
generally open to the pubiic; access is by prior anangernent only. 

Emmcr Long Mitmppolitan Park, This is Austin's largest district patk, Most of this 
regional park is within the preserve. However, acreage along the lake and other active 
use areas is not included in the pra(ser7e system. The park offers a variety of activities, 
among the most diverse offered in a City or County park. Activities not offered at other 
faciIities include archery and a motorcycle track. The facility atso includes boat ramps, 
a dock, and a handiw-accessible  boathouse. Many other improved areas are part 
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of the park; playgrounds, picnic sites, and camping are offeered on an individual and 
group basis. 

Commons Ford Metmpo2itan Park. Tnis park offers accss  to the water for iisking and 
various types of day use for picnics and barbecues. The fzcilities are offered on both an 
individual and a s o u ?  basis. Active use areas of the park are not part of the preserve. 

Bee Creek Preserve. The preserve is located on a site with the W c h  Water Treatment 
Plant. This facility is managed as a preserve and does not offer recreational activities. 

Zilker Metropolitan Park/Barfon Creek Greenbe&. This is the most varied resource 
included in the preserve. It includes several separate parks: Z i r  Hillside Theater, 
Barton Springs Pool, Barton Creek Greenbelt, Gus Fruh District Park, and Z i k r  Park. . . 
There are several concessions in the park, including food, canoe rentat, and rmruature 
brain service. Activities are varied, including regional events, such as the Tsail of Lights 
and the lighted Zilker Christmas tree. There are improved playgrounds, hike and bike 
trails, botanical gardens, and numerous playing fields. Swimming pools and public boat 
docks round out the faciiity offerings. 

The active use areas of this park system have not been removed from the preserve. 
Instead, the Parks and Recreation Department is developing a management pLan for 
Baaon Creek Greenbelt that will take *into account the presence of endangered species. 
This will, hopefully, become the model for all such management plans for city properties 

" having endangered species and sensitive environmental conditions. 

Zilker Park has recently been listed on the Nationai Register of Historic PLaces. Many 
of its n a M  as well as man-made features are considered contributing structures, 
features, and objects to the National Register District. 

Mt. BonneZZ. Mt. Bonnell is a popular local and tourist attraction because a short cfimb 
on an improved trail offers a spectacular view of rake Austin below thq cliffs. 
property is of local historic significance and has been so recognized by the City. Picnic 
facilities are provided. There an no improved trails, other than the main a&s, but the 
entire site is open to the public. 

B m w  Preserve. The hcility is managed as a preserve and has limited recreational 
offerings. Educational use of the site is permitted. 
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2. Private Recreational Facilities 

a. Private For-Profit Recreational Facilities 

Private and commercial faciiities can be divided into three categories: first, private 
country clubs with golf courses and various indoor and outdoor courts; second, private 
camps, resorts, bank fishing, swimming areas, marinas, and boat ramps; and third, 
private for-profit game fields and courts, including soccer, basketball, softball, 
playgrounds, and golf. 

Manannus and Boat Rmnps. There are approximately 25 private marinas on Lake Travis 
and Lake Austin within or adjacent to areas designated as potentially having habitat 
suitable for the species of concern. The marinas serve many of the recreational boaters 
on the lakes. Services offered vary from location to location and include food, fuel, rest 
rooms, and sewage pump-out stations. 

There is a private rnarina leased from the LCRA at Mansfield Dam. 

Private Cmnps, Rshing, and Swimming. There are several private, fee-only facilities 
that offer improved camping, fishing, and swimming. 

Country CZubs. Most of Travis County's country clubs and golf courses are located 
wmt of Loop 1. None of these resources are a part of the preserve system. 

b . Private Non-Pro fit Recreational Facilities 

Travis Audubon Sancrrcary. Travis Audubon Society has maintained a sanctuary for the 
golden-cheeked warbler. Access is limited to mernb&-only, guided tours for educational 
purposes. The facility is managed for the preservation of habitat for the species. A 
resident caretaker's house exists on the property. a 

3. Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources are historical and archaeological sites, buildings, objects, structutes, 
and features that meet the criteria established under the National Eistoric P r e s d o n  
Act (NHPA; Public Law 89.665 as amended). The cultural resources inventory listed 
in this subsection (historical and archaeological resources) has been prepared to satisfy 
the requitemerits of the NIBPA. 
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Section 106 of I W A  affords the rldvisory Council on Historic Preservation the 
opportunity to review and comment on federal undertakings that a i f e r  properties 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Regisrer or' Ristoric Places. Section 
106 also requires that every federal agency take into account how each of its undertak- 
ings could affect historic propenies. A feded  undemking includes a broad range of 
federal activities and the U S W S  has the legal res_wnsYoiiiry for complying with Section 
106. 

a. Historical Resources 

For the purpose of Section 106 of the NHPA, any property listed in or eligole for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places is considered historic. The protection 
afforded by Section 106 also extends to the properties that are eligible but have not been 
formally placed on the Register or historically designated by state or local authorities. 
Eligible properties can be of nationwide, state, or local significance. 

Several sites of historic significance are included in the proposed preseme and ate listed 
below. However, a full inventory of the tracts proposed for the preserves has not been 
conducted. 

Emma Long Metropolitan District Park. The historic resources at this park include the 
remains of a Civilian Conservation Corps camp (1938), a stone bridge, and a stone and 
timber pavilion; neither of the latter structures is marked by a plaque. 

'. 

Mansfield Dmn. The State Historic P~esenation Office may detennine that the dam 
structure is efigible for inclusion on the National Register. 

Mt. Mt Bonnell is recogmzed as a locally sigwficant historical site. 

Romberg Tract, The Romberg tract is the site of a historic homestead. A portion of the 
propeay has new public-use facilities while the Romberg House and immed$de lan* 
are pfe~erved for future restoration. 

. 

Zilker Park. Zilker Park has been listed on the National Register. Both natural and 
artificial features are listed as contributing to its National Register status. 

b. Archaeological Resources 

The full acreage proposed for the preserve system has not been independently and 
systematically inventoried for potential a r c ~ l o g i c a l  sites. The Archaeolo@cal 
Research Laboratory at the Balcones Research Center of the University of Texas has 
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U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maps on Ne showing locations of identified 
archawlogical sites. The maps are not included in this EIS because the location of an 
archaeological site is not public information, according to Section 191.004 of the 
Antiquities Code of Texas. 

Of the many archaeological sites located in the proposed preserve system, two have been 
tested for significance. They have both been identified as a potentially significant 
archaeological resource. 

F. Water Resources 

Tn Travis County, water resources are affected by physical hydrology and regulatory 
water resomces protection measures. Consequently, this section presents the discussion 
of water resources in two parts. The h t  part describes the physical hydrology in terms 
of the climate, geology, soils, and watershed configurations for the 11 watersheds 
comprising the 33 drainage areas that may be affected by the proposed action. The 
second part discusses water quality protection and runoff volume control measures as 
they are implemented through state policies and standards and through local ordinances. 

The information contained in this section has been summarized from a water resources 
report prepared by Raymond Chan Associa@s of Austin, Texas, in May 1993. The 
report titled: W i e r  Resources in Trmis Cowuy Afected by the BCCP is located at the 
City of Austin, Environmental & Conservation Sexvices Department, 206 E. 9th Street, 
Austin, Texas 78767-8844 and the USFWS, 10711 Burnet Road, Suite 200, Austin, 
Texas 78758. 

1.. Climate 
L 

The ciimate of Travis County is a humid subtropicat climate, with hot summers an$ mild 
winters. Precipitation averages 3 1.9 inches annually, with an average minimum. of 1.7 
inches in January and an a v q e  maximum of 4.8 inches in Uay (National Oceanic and - 

Atmospheric Administration NOAA] 1993). Peak rainfall occurs in late spring, with 
a secondary peak in Septembex. Precipitation from April through September usually 
results fiom thundershowers; most winter precipitation occufi as light rain. Snow is 
insignificant as a source of moisture WOAA 1982). 
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2 .  Geology 

See discussion .under Chapter 3 .A. la. 

3. Soils 

See discussion under Chapter 3.A. 1.a. 

4. Watersheds 

See discussion under section A.l)b) of this chapter. 

Inside the permit area, I1 watersheds encompass 33 drainage areas that indude proposed 
preserve lands. All of the watersheds enter one of three reservoirs: Lake Travis, Lake 
Austin, or Town Lake, each of which is an impoundment of the Colorado River. Nine 
of the watersheds consist of a single drainage area and two watersheds, Lake Austin 
watershed and Lake Travis watershed, include multiple drainage areas. The 11 
watersheds and their relationship to the 33 drainages are shown in the list below and 
drainage area characteristics are presented in Table 19. 

', Baaon Creek watershed (drainage area 30) 
Bull Cnzk watershed (drainage area 25) 
Eanes watershed (drainage area 29) 
Ramilton Creek watershed (drainage area 3 1) 
Lake Austin watershed (drainage areas 14-24) 
Lake Travis watershed (drainage areas 1-13) 
Bee creek watershed (dramage area 26) 
Littie Bee Creek watershed (drainage area 27) 
Rattan Creek watershed (drainage area 32) 
Town Lake watershed (drainage area 28) 
Walnut Creek watershed (drainage area 33) 



Table 19 
BflCeded Drainage Areas Physical Charaderistics 

TOTAL 

Cow C d  

Port Oak Cnck 
Drainage k c a  No. 3'' 
Dnrinrge Aru No. 4* 

Big Suviy Creek 
Qcrry Hollow . 
Co& RoUow 
IimC C d  
Dilinrge Aru No. 9* 
Long Hollow C m k  
C y p ~ u r  Creek 
DDinrgo Axu No. 12. 
DDinrgo Axu No. 13. 
BurCnxk 
H d x m  Hollow 
Honey Crick 
Ctdv Hollow 
BdJI Hollow 
D m h q p  Am No. 19' 
Dnirugo Am No. Ur 
p.nth# Hollow 
m y  Cnxk 

.\, Cormen C m k  
. CokhwltaCrrek 
w cnek 
Be8 C d  
rittlc Be8 cnxk 
Drainage Aru No. 28. 
BurrCnek 
Bucon Creek 
-ton Creek 
R.tt\n Cnxk 
wiloutcreek 

46.6 16.8 
8.7 4.9 
4.3 NI A 
2.9 NIA 

31.1 6.2 
6.8 5.9 

0.7 2.5 
6.1 4.1 
5.9 NIA 
3.1 2.4 
5.9 3 3 
5.2 NlA 
1.9 1.8 
22 2.8 
2 3  3 
2.9 2.4 
0.7 1.4 
1 3  1 3  
2 3  2.4 
1.9 NIA 
4 3  " 3 
2 1  3.6 
0.6 1.1 
1.1 1 3  

35.6 103 
3 3 2.8 
1.2 2 3  
0.6 1 3  
3.7 6.1 

U2.9 40 
8 3  4.7 
3.4 4.1 

4 3 

1420 

1160 
NIA 
NIA 
1 100 
1250 
1100 
loo0 
NIA 
940 
940 

NIA 
980 
900 
860 
900 
900 
840 
800 

N/A 
950 

loo0 
740 
740 

loo0 
930 
890 

720 
9641 

1390 
1280 
920 
940 

0.008 
0.0174 

NIA 
NIA 

0.0092 
0.0173 
0.0189 
0.0143 

NIA 
0.0205 
0.0132 

NIA 
0.0274 
0 . m  
0.0234 
0.(3324 
o.OS55 
0.0552 
0.0245 

NIA 
0.029 

0.0268 
0.043 

0.0211 
0.0095 
0.0216 
0.0349 
0.0342 
O.OI65 
0 . m  

0.0242 
0.0069 
0.017 

*Drainage areas having no main channel. 
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5 .  Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone 

Along with notable surface water featma, a zone of fracturing creates nearly direct 
contact, through recharge features, to the Edwards aapifer system. The Edwards aquifer 
system, which is gene.dy considered to be coterminous with the Balcones fault zone, 
extends 250 rniies in an arc though 10 counties in southwestern and central Texas (see 
Figure 7). This larger system is divided into two hydrologically divided sections referred 
to as the " San Antonio area" md "Austin area" aquifers. The Austin area portion of the 
Edwards aquifer extends through parts of Hays, Travis, Williamson, and Bell counties, 
covering approximately 80 miles between the cities of Kyle and Belton. The Austin area 
portion of the aquifer is subdivided into northern and southern segments, with the 
southern part, between the Kyle area and the Colorado River, referred to as the Barton 
Springs segment of the Edwards aquifer (composed of the Barton Creek and Onion Creek 
systems). Water entering the Edwards aquifer from rainfall. events and streamflow south 
of the Colorado River in Bays and Travis counties flows northward through underground 
channeLs toward Barton Springs, located in Austin's Zirket Metropolitan Park. These 
springs discharge an average of 50 cubic feet per second of water, which flows through 
the Barton Springs Pool and discharges through Barton Creek into Town Lake on the 
Colorado River (City of Austin 1983; Garner and Young 1976; Mar& et al. 1981; 
Woodruff and Slade 1986). The portion of the Edwards aquifer recharge zone that is 
hydrologically associated with Barton' Springs extends approximately 20 mites southwest 
from Town Lake in Travis County to Highway 150 near the city of Kyle in Hays 
County. The zone width ranges from about 2.5 miles near Town Lake to 7 miles to the 
soutil. 

The Edwards aquifer is cornposed of limestone ranging in thickness from 40 to 300 feet. 
An upper confining bed is composed of a 60- to 75-foot-thick clay stratum overbin by 
a 35- to 500-foot limestone formation. A lower confining bed of limesene ranges in 
thickness from 15 to 60 feet (SLagle et al. 1986). Faulting of the limestone comprising 
the aquifer has created near-vertical planes, joints, and fhchm that allow hrge volumes 
of water to enter the aquifer. Streams draining the Edwards Plateau lose flow as they 
cross hctured and dissolutioned limestcine. 

Most recharge occurs where the aquifer sur;faces in the channeis of six major creeks 
within two major systems. Water entering 7,k the recharge zone generally flows 
north-northeast towards Barton Springs, which is the major discharge point in the Austin 
area. This source provides municipal, industrial, domestic, and agricultural water 
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supplies for approximately 30,000 people in southern Travis and Hays counties (Slagle 

6. Water Quality Protection Measures 

a. Water Quality Policies and Standards 

Antidegradation Policy 

The State of Texas antidegradation poiicy for protection of water quality affords three 
levels of protection: (1) maintenance of existing uses of the water body; (2) protection 
of water quality that exceeds fishable/swimmable criteria-, and (3) special protection for 
highquafity w a w  (Texas Water Commission mq 1992). 

Water Quaiity Uses and Criteria 

Discharge permits issued by the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission and 
the Environmental Protection Agency limit the amount of industrial and domestic 
poflutants discbxged to receiving waters. Water quality uses and criteria established for 
the receiving stream or reservoir set the discharge Emits. 

Many large or sigdicant water bodies are considered " c ~ ~ e d  segments" having 
specific designated uses and associated criteria. Smaller, unclassified water bodies have 
presumed uses and associated criteria Water quality uses include aquifer protection, 
agricultural water supply, contact and noncontact recreation, industrial water supply, 
domestic water supply, navigation, and aquatic Iife categolies (TWC 1992). 

Uncias~ed waters include perennial and intermittent streams for which site-specific uses 
have .not been assigned. Unclassified perennial  water^ are presumed to have a high- 
quality aquatic life use. Therefore, dissolved oxygen cziteria require a mean kf 5.0 
miUgrams per liter (mg/L) and a minimum of 3.0 mg/L, with higher values (5.SZm& 
mean and 4.5 mgL minimum) during spring months. Inttsrmitent streams are required 
to be maintained with a 24-hour'mean dissolved oxygen concentration of 2.0 mg/L and 
an absolute minimum of 1.5 mg/L. In addition, the basic uses of navigation, agricultural 
water supply, and industrial water supply are assumed for all unclassified waters m c  
1992). 
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Toxics Standards 

Texas Water Commission standards concaming toxic pollutants include general 
provisions, specific numerical criteria, and total toxicity limitations. Although a 
discharger may ex& acute criteria in a zone of inidal diiution (ZfD) at the point of 
discharge in a receiving water (other than intermittent sneams), lethal impacts to aquatic 
organisms passing through the ZITI ate not allowed. 

The water body may not be chronically toxic outside the mixing zone, below critical flow 
(7Q2), or where there are aquatic life uses. For discharges into intermittent streams, 
discharge pennits prevent acute toxicity at the point of discharge. Within three miles of 
the discharge point, the permit prohibits chronic toxicity in any downstream perennial 
waters or any enduring p l s  with significant aquatic life uses. Permits for discharges 
into classified and unclassified strean segments are designed to protect against cbronic 
toxicity in waters having aquatic life uses (TWC 1992). 

b . Watershed Ordinances 

Three separate ordinances protect watersheds and the Edwards aquifer within the City 
of Austin jurisdictional limits. These Limits inciude the corporate limits and the f ive-de 
extrcatexxitorial jurisdiction. The primary development ordinances are the Comprehensive 
Watershed Ordinance of 1986, the Composite Watersheds Ordinance of 1991, and the 
SOS Ordinance of 1992. The Composite Ordinance was amended in 1994 to provide 
water quality protection h m  new development after a state court overturned the SOS 
ordinance in Fhys County ETJ areas. 

Comprehensive Watershed Ordinance 

Protective measures required by the City of Austin watershed ordinances within the five- 
mile ETJ include the use of buffex zones along waterways; sediment/fliltration or water 
q d t y  ponds; emsion and sedimentation controls; and wastewater loadingi restrkti0~1~. . - 
Critical Envihnme& Feutures. Critid envitonmental. features must be survqed and 
delineated, and development must be set back minimum. buffer distances (usually 150 
feet) to avoid direct communication of surface runoff with such features. These indude 
caves, sinkholes, springs, other karst features, canyon rimrocks, and similar f~rmstions. 

Impenious Cover Reshidions. Under the CWO, impemious cover includes mads, 
ddveways, parking areas, buildings, decking, rooftop landscapes, pools discharging to 
storm sewers, and other impermeable construction covering natural land surface. 
Sidewalks, detention basins, swales, and other conveyances used solely for drainage 
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purposes are not considered impervious cover. The CWO provides rules for transfer of 
land to increase the amount of impermeable a v e r  allowed in a development. 

W d e r  Supply Watershed Protectian. Special resbictions apply to developments located 
in rural and suburban water supply watersheds. Water supply rural watersheds affected 
by the proposed BCCP include the Lake Austin, Lake Travis, Little Barton Creek, and 
Earton C r e k  (excluding the area east of Barton C r ~ k  and north of Loop 360) 
watersheds. Water suppiy suburban watersheds affectd by the BCCP include Barton 
Creek drainage east of Barton Creek and north. of b p  360, Bull Creek, West Bull 
Creek, Rattan Crqk, and Town Lake (south bank between Barton Creek and Tom Miller 
Dam). 

Re,ouiations concerning wastewater treatment are designed to protect groundwater 
resources from on-site facilities and surface waters from nonpoint runoff. Within a water 
supply watershed, projects providing wastewater treatment by land applica!ion must have 
at least 8,000 ft2 of irrigated land per living unit equivalent (or 7,000 d per living unit 
equivalent and six inches of topsoil). No irrigation is allowed on dopes greater than 15 
percent, within CWQZs, or in the 100-year floodplain, nor is irrigation atlowed during 
wet weather conditions. Residential lots utilizing on-site treatment must be at least one 
acre in size and have one-half acre of contiguous land with a slope less than 15 percent 
(or threequarters of an acre of contiguous land and less than 25 percent slope). Package 
treatment plants must have at least 100 days of storage capacity; however, package 
treatment plants using subsurface effluent disposal are required to have 48 hours of 
q rage  capacity. 

Sewer lines cannot be located in CWQZs unias deemed necessary by the City. If 
allowed inside a CWQZ, a sewer line must be located outside the two-year floodplain. 

Development located within a water supply watershed requires an environmental 
assessment, which includes a description of hydrogeologic characteristics, a vegetative 
survey, wastewater disposal considerations, identification of any critical environriilental 
features, stomwater management, and mitigation of industrial activities affecting:water 
quality* 

I n d d  development projects that are not completely enclosed in a building require a 
pollution attenuation plan. The plan must propose methods for capturing the first half 
inch of runoff £ram developed areas while containing and filtering poUutants 
on-site. Ekardous materials storage facilities must indude loss detection and 
containment baniers as regulated by the City of Austin H d o u s  Materials Ordinance. 
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Edwards Aquifer Protection. In addition to regulations protecting water resources for 
watersheds outside the Edwards aquifer recharge zone, the following summarizes the 
more-stringent regulations that apply when the aquifer may be affected. 

A certified re?ort must be prepared by a qualified hydrologist or geologist for any 
propercy located within 1500 feet of the Edwards aquifer recharge zone that assesses the 
affect that.property drainage might have on the aquifer. 

All basins located inside the Edwards aquifer recharge zone must have impervious liners. 
Recharge features must be avoided when possible. Basins within the recharge zone that 
drain up to 40 percent impervious cover in residential areas may be designed to recharge 
groundwater. Recharge basins must include sedimentatiodfiltration. 

All sewer lines crossing the Edwards aquifer recharge zone must comply with City of 
Austin construction standards (City of Austin 1988). Unsewered lots in water supply 
watersheds overlying the Edwards aquifer recharge zone must use sewage disposal 
systems, other than those utilizing drain fields. 

Within water supply suburban and N_ral watersheds, irrigation disposal systems inside the 
recharge zone must meet biochemical oxygen demandftotai suspended 
so~ddnitrogedphosphorus limits of 5151211 mg/L,. respectively. 

Inside water supply suburban and nirai watersheds, no development other than that 
permitted in the CWQZ is permitted in the water quality bufFer zone where such zone 

'. Em over the South Edwards aquifer recharge zone. 

Other CWO h-ovisions. The CWO also contains provisions governing buffer areas, 
clearing restrictions, slope protection, erosion and sedimentation controls, and wastewater 
treatment and irrigation. 

: Composite Watershed Ordinance 
L 

The Composite Watershed Ordinance (No. 9 11017-B) adopted nondegradatian regulatiom 
for the Barton Creek watershed and the watersheds contributing to I3arton Sp-. The 
ordinance was developed to prevent degradation of the water quality, quantity, and u t y  
of Barton Creek and Barton Springs. A multifaceted approach controh nonpoint source 
pollutants h m  developing sites by establishing on-site rxntroki, requiring fiow ~nml ,  
employing pollution reduction measures, limiting impervious cover, and requiring 
monitoring and inspection of water quality controls. 

C d d  Water euality Zones. The ONQZ must generally remain fke of all  construction 
and development activity. Major waterways may be crossed by arterial streets7 and 
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minor and intermediate streams may be crossed by arterial SEES and collector strets. 
Minor waterways may be crossed by residential or commercial streets only when 
necessary. Wet ponds are allowed in the contributing zone in drainage areas less than 
100 acres. wastewater irrigation is prohibited in the c r i t i d  or rasin'on zones. 

Water Quai* Tmnsition Zbnes. Water quality transition zones are established parallel 
to all CWQZs and extend from the outer boundaries of the CWQZ for 300 feet along 
major waterways, 200 feet along intermediate waterways, md 100 feet along minor 
waterways. No development other than that permitted in the CWQZ is permitted in the 
water quality transition zone. That portion of the zone that lies over the Edwards aquifer 
recharge zone must remain free of a l l  development activity. O t h h s e ,  streets, minor 
drainage facilities, water quality controls, one- and two-family housing units developed 
at a specified density, and vegetative strips must meet the criteria in the Environmental 
Criteria Manual (City of Austin 1991~). 

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls. Additional controls were added for erosion and 
sedimentation contxol for developments in the Barton Springs zone or Barton Creek 
watershed. Development requires a temporary erosion and sedimentation control plan 
and a water quality plan, which must be ceaified by a registered professional. engineer 
and approved by the City of Austin. Controls include temporary structural restrictions, 
site management practices, or other approved methods u& permanent revegetation is 
certlfed complete. The length of time betkeen clearing and final revegetation of 
development projects cannot exceed 18 months. 

'\ 

Wder euality Controls. Undex the composite ordinance, the postdevelopment 
stomwater concenbxion of total suspended solids, total phosphorus, total nitrogen, and 
total organic carbon h r n  developed areas must not e x d  144 mg&, 0.11 mgL, 
0.95 mgL,  and 14.0 mg/L, respectively. All developments must provide stomwater 
detention for the two-year storm, unless deemed nonbeneficial by the City of Austin. 
Comniercial developments must include pollution reduction measures, such as f i x t b a  
reduction methods, street sweeping, pervious pavement, and reinigation with q t u r e d  
runoff. The City of Austin. conducts stormwater sampling and analysis to monitor 
nonpoint source pollutants generated by commercial and mutti-fidly devdopmentn. 
Excessive violations resuit in suspension of the operating permit or other measures. 

Wder  Qwdify Monitoring for Commercial and MUM-Family Comls .  The City must 
take a minimum of four sample events per year for rainfall events greater than one- 
quarter inch. Sampling protocol calls for three samples a minimum of two hours apart 
for each of the sampled rainhll events. If a violation occurs on two consecutive 
sampling events, ,e developer andlor operator is given 30 days to regain compliance- 
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- Funher violations may result in suspension of tCle operating permit or other actions to 
gain compliance. The City may perform radorn inspections to verify compliance. If 
a phased development project does not m e t  stated provisions, the City may halt 
additional project phases u n d  proof of tcompiiance is submitted to the City. 

SOS Ordinance 

The SOS ("Save Ow Springs") Ordinance (No. 920903-D), as approved in August 1992, 
amended the Austin City Code to establish special requirements for development of land 
in watersheds withi? the City's planning jurisdiction that contribute to Barton Springs. 
The new ordinance enacted more stringent regulations to protect Barton Creek, Barton 
Springs, and the Barton Springs Edwards aquifer. 

During the fall of 1,094, a state district court in B y s  County overturned the SOS 
Ordinance in certain ETJ areas within Hays County. The City of Austin has appiled 
the court decision and no resolution of this legal dispute has occuned to date. The City 
of Austin currently requires developers undertaking new projects in the Barton Springs 
zone to cornply with SOS requirements or the amended Composite Watershed Caniinance 
adopted by the Austin City Council in December, 1994. New State legislation in 1995 
allows ETJ developers to p r o d  under those ordinanm and rules in place when their 
first development application was filed. 

Impemious cover in al l  watersheds contributing to Bartan Springs is limited to a greater 
extent than under the CWO in the recharge zone and contributing zone. Runoff from 

', 
developments within the contributing zone must be managed through water quality 
controls and on-site pollution prevention and assimilation techniques. No increases in 
the average annual loadings of total suspended solids, chemical oxygen demand, volatile 
organic carbon, total organic compounds, biochemical oxygen demand, lead, cadmium, 
coliforrns, nutrients, and pesticides are allowed. 

a. 

C M  WaZer @aBy Zones. A CWQZ is established along all minor, interm-, 
and major waterways in the Barton Springs zone. Inside the contributing an#, the 
CWQZ cannot be less than 200 feet from the centertine of a major waterway or less than 
400 feet from the miin c h d  of Barton Creek No pollution control structure or 
residential or commercial building may be constructed in the CPTQZ. 

Waterway definitions (minor, intermediate, and major) by which CWQZ widths are 
determined under the SOS Ordinance an: shown in Table 2.7 of the water ze~~urce~ 
tec~cal. report. 



- 
F. Water Resources 3. Affected Environment 

W e r  W i f y  Tmnsition Zones. Water quaiity transition zones a e  established p d e l  
to ail CWQZs, except the shorelines of ' lustin and Town Lake. These zones 
extend from the outer boundaries of the C ,,, ,r 300 feet along major waterways, 200 
feet along intermediate waterways, ana l W  feet dong ininor waterways. No 
aeveiopment, other than that permitted in the CtVQZ, is permi& in the water quality 
transition zone where such zone lies over the South Edwards aauzer recharge zone. 
Otherwise, the projected irr.pervious cover in any ,ievdopment within the water quafity 
transition zone may not e: zed established maximums (Section 13-2-544) within the 
zone, exclusive of -land within the 100-year floodplain. No water quality conl~ols that 
serve development in the uplands or transition zone are permirkd in the water quality 
tmnsition zone. 

In August 1994, a study assessing the risk of accidental contamination of water bodies 
by toxic or hazardous materials was prepared for me City of Austin Environmental and 
Conservation Department. The study,  dous us Materials Warn Contamination Risk 
Study," was performed by RMTIJones and Nuese, hc., and provided an inventory of 
use and transportation of toxic and hazardous materids in and through Austin. Included 
in the study were recommendations to the City Council to reduce the risk of accidental 
contamination of the Barton Springs Edwards aquifer as well as other water bodies in the 
preserve area. 

This 1994 ordinance, which revised the 1991 Composite Watershed Ordinance somewhat 
by tightening exemptions and limiting impervious m e r  transfers, was intended to 
maintain a high level of water quality protection (i.e., nondegradation) despite the 
successful legal challenge to the SOS Ordinance. Developers fiIing new projects may 
select this option over the SOS Ordinance but wiiZ be required to meet the discharge 
concentration values for the same four constituena that the origmal Composite Watershed 
Ordinance regulates. 

* 
Additional Reqmrnents - 
Austin City Code. Dweioprnent in the Barton Springs zone must comply with the water 
quality control and pollution prevention standards in Chapter 13-7, Article I, Division 
5 of the Austin City Code of 1992 (City of Austin 1992b). Water quality mntrols for 
the reduction of postdevelopment pollutant load must be designed, constructed, and 
maintained in accordance with the specifications in the Environmental Criteria Manual 
(City of Austin 1991~). The ampficant must substantiate pollutant removal efFi&~e~ 
of such controls through the use of values found in published literature or values from 
v d a b l e  engineering studies. Contmls must be located in sequence, where needed to 
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- achieve the required removal rate. The sequence of controls must be established based 
on criteria in the Environmental Criteria Manual or on sound engumring principles. 

Federal Clean FVater Act (Section 404). Fill material dessited to drainages considered 
'waters of the United States" and their associated wetlands, amounting to more than one 
acre but less than ten acres, requires n o ~ c a t i o n  of the U.S. Axmy Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) for determination and issuance of a nationwide permit as outlined in Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. Impacts greater than 10 mes would require an individual 
project 404 permit. Lf a project also involves a federally endangered or threatened 
species, a project 404 permit is automatically required as well as a consultation between 
the USFWS and the USACE under section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

LCRA Water QuaZity Ordinance. The Lower Colorado River Authority implements 
water quality regulations affecring new deveioprnem in the portion of Travis County 
which lies within the Lake Travis watershed. These regulations require new residential, 
commercial and industrial development to use various best management practices to 
mitigate the increased pol3utant loading caused by the proposed development. The 
regulatory approach used by the LCRA sets a water quafity target for m o f f  from new 
development. It does not mandate specific setbacks fiom waterways or limit density of 
impervious cover. Within the City of Austin ETJ, the LCRA g e n e d y  considers 
compliance with Austin's regulations to be equivalent to meeting the LCRA nquirements 
for water quality protection. 

G. Air Quality 

The Austin metropolitan area and Travis County are currently full altahment areas for 
all air quality criteria pollutants of the Environmental Protection Agency P A )  and the 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC). However, degradation of 

. air quality, particularly due to automobile exbust, has been a concan jn the Austin 
mettopofitan area for over a decade. 

Continued development and urbanization in the Austin mefxqpo1ita.n area wi l l  contribute 
to a potential for higher concentrations of vehicle and industry air emissions in the 
future. To date, Texas has no comprehensive air quality policy or management p h  
regarding regional air quality protection. 
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Chapter Four 
N. A Environmental onsequences 

Chapter 4 forms the analytical basis for the discussion or' the environmental impacts or' 
the alternatives. It includes discussions oI": 

(I) Direct effects and their significance. 

(2) Indirect effects and their sigmficance. 

(3) Means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts. 

The action that is being evaluated is the USEWS issuance of a Permit pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act. The chapter discusses the environmental consequences of this 
action on biological, sccial, economic, recreation, water resources, and land uses in 
Travis County, Texas. The cumulative effect of the proposed action is also analyzed in 
this section. The following discussion complies with the USFWS interpretation of 50 
CFR 17.22(b)(l)(iii)(A): 'The impacts that will w l y  resuit from such taking;" and 
"what steps the applicant will take to monitor, mhimk,  and mitigate such impacts." 

1 A. Biological Resources 

This section is intended to provide a detailed analysis of the environmental consequences 
of the issuance of a Permit and the establishment of a habitat preserve system on the 
biological resources of the permit m. Although administratively included within the 

. permit area, the portion of the county located east of the MOPAC Xailrogd line is not 
generally impacted by federally protected species compliance issues; thus, piscussion of 
this portion of the county wiU be limited. The major focus of the discussibn will be on 
the Edwards Plateau of the permit area containing at least 95 percent of the habitat for 
the species covered by the Penhit. 

The section is divided into subsections listing the most sensitive biological issues first- 
The subsections d d ~ e  the impacts and mitigation of each alternative to the sensitive 
biological resources found within the permit area. For a description of the existing 
biological resources found in the pennit area affected by issuance of a Pennit and the 
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establishment of the preserve system, see Chapter 3, Section A. The subsections of this 
chapter inciude: 

e Karst invertebrates 

a Bracted twistflower 

e Canyon mock-orange 

e Other species of concern 

Assumptions and Assessment GuideZines. The analyses of environmental consequenw 
of the alternatives detailed below draws upon the guidance in section lO(a)(l)(B) for the 
assessment of impacts of the proposed action on each of the included species. With 
reference to biological issues, the HCP submitted as a draft EIS and part of the Permit 
application must specrfy: 

(1) The impact that will likely result from the proposed taking of the species. 

(2) Steps that the applicant will take to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such impacts. 

The cdteda that are key in the decision whether or not to issue the permit are that: 

(1) The take will be incidental (to othawk lawN activities). 

(2) The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the 
impacts of the tak. 

(3) The take will not appreciably reduce the IWihood of the survival and &very 
of the species in the wild. 

For the purposes of this analysis, these criteria are addressed for each of the included 
species as follows: 

(1) The amount and character of proposed incidental take is described under impacts. 

(2) The consistency with existing m v e r y  plans and assessment of the likelihood of 
survival and recovery in the wild is described under significance of impacts. 
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(3) The steps proposed to monitor, minimize, and mitigate impacts are described 

under mitigation. 

1. Black-capped Vireo 

a. Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

The No Action Alternative assumes that no effort would be made to prepare a BCCP and 
that a regional Permit would not be pursued. Under this alternative, protection of 
existing occupied black-caged vireo habitat would occur through enforcement of the 
taking prohibition (section 9 of the ESA), through deveiopment and implementation of 
recovery plans by the USFWS and others, and through independent conservation actions 
of other organizations. Enforcement of the taking prohibition would mur through field 
investigations, legal actions, the Permit process for private development, and the 
section 7 consultation process triggered by the involvement of a federal agency (e.g., the 
U.S. Army Corps of Enginen proposes to issue a permit for a wastewater line crossing 
a stream within occupied endangered species habitat). 

Of the approximately 250,000 acres in western Travis County, about 2,000 acres are 
known to be occupied by the black-c&ped vireo. Currently, about 485 acm of this 

; habitat is publicly owned. Approximately 1,000 acres of habitat supporting from 40 to 
60 individual vireos will be subject to take under the proposed BCCP permit described 
as Alternative 2 or Alternative 3. Tbis loss amounts to about 55 percent of the permit 
area's known vireo population and habitat. 

Currently, habitat losses are occwrhg through development, overbrowsing, and 
- suppression and alteration of natural disturbance regimes. Cowbird nest parasitism has 

drastically reduced v i m  reproduction in many areas. In Texas, there rpay be up to 
1,500 b&g pairs still present in a number of localities. Travis Cbunty has an 
estimated ppufation of fewer than 100 individual birds and from 28 to 59 gairs. 

Under the No Action Alternative, ESA enforcement is not M y  to Rduce the direct loss 
of vireo habitat (compared to the other alternatives); additionally, much habitat 
fragmentation, urban encroachat ,  and increased cowbird parasitism cadd be assumed 
due to the lack of a regional management approach uszi under this alternative. 
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Significance of Impacts 

To the extent that coordinated oversight of habitat management and species conservation 
occurs under this alternative, it will be through the eifori of the USFNS as it reviews 
various applications. The USFNS is charged wiih the statutoq responsibility under 
section lO(a)(l)(B) to ensure the survival and recovery of a listed species in the wild. 
Under section 7, the USFWS is required to consider whether the proposed project pores 
a jeopardy to the continued survivai of the listed species in the wild. Such decisions 
necessarily consider the presence or absence of preserve lands for the species. Once the 
USFWS issues a Permit or completes s t i o n  7 consultation thraugh another Federal 
agency, the recipient is responsible to comply with the terms and conditions contained 
in the subject permit or agreement. Enforcement is through the Division of Law 
Enforcment of the USFWS. 

This alternative has the potential for piecemeal habitat preservation and resulting habitat 
fragmengtion, and the direct loss of vireo habitat may be more than the proposed action. 

Mitigation 

Because this alternative relies on the USFWS to evaluate individual permits and 
consultations to comply with the ESA, no overall habitat management entity or 
comprehensive effort to conserve habitat participation would exist Each project owner 
would negotiate the terms and conditions o'f a Permit with the USFWS or section 7 
cpnsultation independently with another Federal agency and would be responsible for 
hglementkg the agreed-upon mitigation accordingly. If on-site mitigation is required, 
the land would be conveyed to a conservation entity for management. If off-site 
mitigation is required, a conservation entity would be identified and the lands transferred 
fee title to that group for management. If mitigation consists of paying only a mitigation 
fee, a management fee may be included in that cost. 

The No Action Alternative poses potentially severe adverse long-term impacts on the 
viability of the black-capped vireo and the supporting ecosystems in the area. 'Those 
lands that would be preserved as a a t  of sufcesdul individual P d t  actions or 
section 7 consultation may be relatively isolated from each other, thereby reducing their 
habitat value as a result of habitat fragmentaton. Comp&endve spedes management 
programs, such as cowbird management and systematic monitoring of spedes 
populations, would be less organized and possibly more expensive. In addition, a 
network of merited preswe lands that is not ~mprehensivdy designed or managed 
to function as a system would reduce the likelihood that the species of concern could 
survive in the local area. 

4-4 
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- b. Alternative 2: Regio~lal Permit 

Impacts 

The black-capped vireo's occurrence md area of occupation in Travis County is weil- 
documented. For prposes of this take aalysis, vireo habitat is defined as the union of 
all known habitat arm occupied by virms during any of the breeding seasons from 1986 
through 1995. Isolated bl;ick-ca?ped vireo temtories that were not studied by field 
biologists sufficiently to ma? the areal extent of the territory were assumed to be ten 
acres in size. The ciis'nibution of occupied vireo habitat, as defined above, in the area 
just west ofAustin is shown in Figure 11. Table 7 shows the area of black-cappedvireo 
habitat included in preserve acquisition areas and existing publidkstitWionally owned 
land. Note that the impacts discussed below are based on the assumption that any take 
that may occur is incidental to otherwise lawful activities. 

Approximately 933 acres of the approximately 2,000 acres of identified occupied vireo 
habitat known in the BCQ pexmit area are included in the preserve area proposed by 
this alternative (Figure 17). This protected habitat w i U  be concentrated in mnflnned, 
occupied vireo habitat. Conversely, the area of occupied vireo habitat not included in 
preserve acquisition areas or public/institutionally owned land is approximately 1,000 
acres. This is the maximum limit of allowable take of occupied vireo habitat under the 
proposed BCCP. Based upon a review of bird sweys  conducted in these areas by DLS 
Associates (1989b, 1990a, 1990b), T~DOT, EB&A, and others, a total of a p p r o M y  

', 40-60 individuals wiU be subject to tale. 

Unprotected (subject to allowable take) occupied vireo habitat includes isolated vireos in 
the South Jonestown Bills, on the west shore of Anderson Bend, on the northwest side 
of the Loop 360 bridge over Lake Austin, two areas on Steiner Ranch, and along 
aighway 620 south of Four Points, on the Wolf Ranch, north of the Davenport vireo 

. preserve, and on Hudson Bend. 

According to the USFWS's Black-capM Vireo ( V i e  m~auillU , R ~ Q  l&l 
(199 la), the blackcapped vireo will be considered for reclassification from endangered 
to threatened when: 

(1) All existing populations are protected and maintained; 

(2) At least one viable breeding population (comprised of at least 500 to 1,000 
effectively breeding pairs) exists in each of the following six locations: 
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e 0 klahoma 

e Mexico (wintering grounds) 

Four of the six Texas regions (including the Austin vireo popuiation at the eastern 
edge of the vireo's range); 

(3) Sufficient and sustainable area and habitat on rhe w k z r  range exists to support 
the breeding populations outlined in 1 and 2 above; and 

(4) All of the above have been maintained for at least five consecutive years and 
available data indicate that they will continue to be maintained. 

One of the go& of the BCCP is the enhancement and maintenance of the population of 
vireos in the permit area. The ammplishment of this goal would partially fdfU an 
important component of the recovery plan's goal to establish six, viable bretxling 
populations by stabilizing and haeasing the local subpopulation and dowing for 
interchanges with a larger metapopulation from surrounding areas. The success of this 
endeavor will depend on the eflxtiveness of management act i i t ia  in establishing new 
vircx, colonies adjacent to the Cypress Creek and North Lake Austin populations through 
an increase in available habitat. 

A viable population of black-capped vireos was estimated by Pease and Gingdch (1989) 
to be between 500 and 1MX) effectively bre;ding pairs. To provide a prese.rve system 
,to reasonably ensure survival of a metapopulation of the species, Pease and Gingdch 
estimated that between 125,000 and 865,000 acres must be managed for the species. The 
minimum population size and area estimates assume a variety of configuration and 
management conditions are met by the preserve system, inciuding (1) conservation of all 
of the land between colonies be within the presene, (2) only lands with the appropriate 
habitat or potential habitat, geology, sfope, and aspect to support the mid-successional 
habitat used by the vireo, (3) allowance for the fact that not all land capable of 
supporting vireos will have vegetation at the conect successional stage, and (4) each 
colony within a preserve should have less than five percent of its area within 100 heters 
of the preserve boundary (Pease and Gingerich 1989). Travis County is one of 14 
counties that are totally or partially included within a recovery region. Therefore, a l l  of 
the habitat for a viable population does not have to be established within Travis County. 

S i r n e e  of Impacts 

The USFWS, in its Review of Biological Basis of the Balcones Canyonlands 
Conservation Plan (USF;YS 19921) states that ". . . the proposed preseme system wodd 







- appear to be adequate for the proposed take of the blackupped vireo in Travis County." 
This statement was based on several assumptions regarding the plan. The first 
assumption was that land : quisition and subsequent intensive manageaent practices 
would be implemented in ;il, prior t the destruction of the habitat. These guidelines 
are outlined in the BCC? ~d discussed in the Measures to Mitigate Take section of this 
discussion. 

A second assumption was that take would not be allowed to occur until (1) 50 percent 
of the minimum preserve area in the Cypress Creek and N o d  Lake Austin rnacrosites 
is under exclusive option for purchase or has been acquired, (2) management for tbe 
vireo in those rnacrosites is occurring (including appropriate vireo monitoring and 
cowbird and habitat management activities), and (3) there is an increase in the local vireo 
populations. These interim restrictions on the clearing of occupied virea habitat have 
been deleted from the current version of the BCCf. Given the predicted incidental take 
of 40 to 60 vireos (totaling 55 percent of the e s h t e d  Travis County populations), the 
possibility for immediate incidental take of a signfieant portion of the population could 
have a negative impact on the viability of tbe local population as a whole. However, the 
location of the vireos and trends in current development would indicate that the take 
would not be immediate. 

The protection of 8,219 acres of potential \ire0 management area is beneficial because 
it provides opportunities for future habitat rnanag&ent and vireo euionization which 
would otherwise not be possible. The' USFNS recogaizes that there is not enough vireo 

\ habitat in Tnvis County to provide for a minimum viabIe population of this species. 
However, the vireo habitat conserved in the county will provide an apropriate part of 
the regional conservation effort for this species. The continued survival of the black- 
capped vireo will. require conservation activities in sigruficant portions of its mge  
outside Travis County. 

Mitigation i 

Plans to Minimize and Monitor Take. The discussion of xxmmmt~ 
. . .  'on of impacts focuses . . 

on the alternatives evaluated in the process of prepadng the props& plan. Muwrmzation 
also includes modifications incorporated into the plan with the intent of reducing. &x 
direct and indirect take of the species of concern, such as site specific design 
considerations. In addition, because the BCCP covers more one GsWi species with 
potentially overlapping distributions, there is a need for oplimkation between the @a 
within and among the various elements of the preserve system. The concept of 
cumulative minimization.(or balancing of impacts and management among the species of 
concern) will be considered in the analysis. 
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In addition, annual monitoring and reporting to the USFWS wCl be required during 
implementation of the BCCP. Such reponing will inciude an estimate of the amount of 
habitat lost during the repon year, the amount of habitat protected, and the amount of 
habitat restored. The summary of taken and protected habitat will be used by the 
USFWS as a tool to monitor compliance by thc BCCP Coordinating Committee with the 
conditions of the Permit (ICSB&A and EH&A 1992). 

Memures tu Mf2igate Take. Acquisition of potential vireo management areas is the 
central. element of BCCP mitigation for the loss of black-capped v i m  habitat. 
Management for the vireo is most LikeLy to succeed in those macrosites with the largest 
acreage of potential management areas, the most vireos present or nearby to colonize, 
and the longest history of vireo occurrence. The Cypress Creek, Bull Creek, and North 
Lake Austin macrosites contain approximately 16,534 acres (61 percent) of the 26,978 
acres of potential management are3s in the BCCP (Table 20). Approximateiy 6,435 
acres of potential, vireo management areas an: in the preserve acquisition areas in these 
three rnamsites; if the BCCP protects 66 percent of the preserve acquisition land, then 
4,247 acres would be included in the final preserve configuration. in addition to 3,320 
acres protected an publidinstitutional land. This amounts to a total of 7,567 acres, or 
28 percent of total potential vireo management areas. 

Some of the potential vireo management areas recommended for protechon in the 
preserve system are currently warbler habitak While tbe vireo is the rarer of the two 
bird specks in the BCCP permit area and is arguably in greater jeapardy from 
urbanization factors, the blocks of warbler habitat within the permit area, partidady in 
the Bull Creek, Cypress Creek, and North Lake Austin mamsites, are acknowledged to 
be among the most important in that species' entire range (BAT 1990; Sexton 1992). 
Combined with the fact that waxbler habitat is in essence an old growth woodland type 
with a long lead time for regeneration (Senon 1992), it is, therefore, assumed that most 
of the potential vireo management areas pre~e~ltly occupied by warblers would best be 
reta&ed and managed for the warbler and not for the vireo. The qqropriate b h c e  
between the habitat management requirements of these two endangered songbirds will  
continue to be reexamined as further re~eafch is available and as individual management 
plans for preserve units are written. 

Table 20 also shows the area of potential vireo management areas. Within the preserve 
acquisition areas in these three macrosites, there is approximately 3,700 acres of potential 
vireo management area that is not currently waxbler habitat and is, thus, more suitable 
for management for the vireo. If 66 percent of the preserve acquisition area is acquired, 
then approximately 2,442 acres would be available for management towards * 



TABLE 20 
ACREAGE OF POTENTIAL BLACK-CAPPED VIREO MANAGEMENT AREAS 

IN THE BCCP 

Kecommended Yreseme Area 

Preserve Public/ Total Area Percent Total Area Percent 
Macrosi te Acquisition Institutional Protected Protected Unprotected Utlprotmtwt Total Area 

Lake Travis 0 0 0 0.0 7,249 100.0 7,249 

Devil's Hollow 0 0 0 0.0 215 100.0 21.5 

Cypress Creek 2,899 2,453 5,352 60.3 3,523 39.7 8,875 

Bull Creek 3,168 255 3,423 70.1 1,457 29.9 4,880 

North Lake Austin 368 6 12 986 35.3 1,799 64.7 2,779 

South Lake Austin 135 0 135 28.4 34 1 71.6 476 

West Austin 0 237 237 46.8 269 

Pedemales River 0 91 9 1 6.4 1,334 

Barton Creek 148 137 285 49.7 288 50.3 573 

Southwest Austin 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

TOTAL 6,718 3,785 10,503 38.9 16,475 61.1 26,978 
: 
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- habitat. An additional 2,114 acres on public/institutional land would also be available 
for vireo habitat management, for a potentid total of approximately 4,556 acres. 

An additional mitigating factor is the configurztion of the preserves. The virm habitat, 
which wiU be acquired under the proposed plan, will be prokc*& in large blwhs, and 
thus, will be more beneficial for the long-term survival of the vireo than the currently 
occupied habitat, which is severely fragmented. 

The loss of vireo habitat will also be mitigated by management of the preserves as 
outlined in the BCCP Management Plan. The BCCP will implement cowbird trapping as 
necessary to enhance vireo nedng s n m s .  Expenence at other sites indicates that 
cowbird happing can be successful (e.g., Fort Hood, Texas); prefiminary information 
aiso suggests that similar results can be acbieved in the BCCP preseme area. 

Additional mitigation discussed in h e  plan will focus on the establishment of a 
disturbance regime (e.g., fire pians or brush manipulation) to maintain the successionai 
habitat required by the black-capped vireos, as well as the control of browsing ungulates 
such as deer and goats via controlled hunting, grazing exclusion, and fencing. 

Prior to full acquisition of the preserves, certain interim constraints and restrictions are 
proposed in order to allow development to proceed. In the event that the preserve 
acquisition schedule is delayed following issuance of the P&mit, incidental takings will, 
sdu  be dowed. However, the BCCP ~oo&a t in~  Committee will be obligated in such 
a, case to assure and document that the rate of development outside of designated 
p & ~ e s  does not impair the chances for survival of the s p i e s  in the area 

Ebbitat conversions will be allowed to occur throughout the BCCP as soon as the Permit 
is issued, but the P d t  must stipulate that an acceptable proportion of habitat 
conversion area-to-land area set aside as preserves is maintained. This provides a margin 
of assurance that the rate of habitat conversion will not proceed so fast dative to 
preserve acquisition that the species of concern would incur imvenible losses befare the 
preserve and. management program are given the c h c e  to succetxl. Thus, it provides 
an assurance that any unforeseen slowdown in the acquisition schedule will not jeopardize 
the @t, nor cancel the opportunity for orderly &d development in the interim. 

In order to meet conservation needs for the black-capped vireo in the pennit area and 
allow for postpennit taking of vireo habitat, the following guidelines are proposed: 
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(1) Currently occupied virea habitat and land with high potential for creation of vireo 

habitat within the proposed preserve system wiil receive a high priority for 
acquisition; and 

( 2 )  Initial land management emphasis on preserve unirs shall prioritize vireo habitat. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requirements, 
reporting requirements, and that the proposed preserve system includes the preservation 
of an additional 5,000 acres Iocaed in close proximity to the BCNWR (see Figure 5). 
This acreage may be located entirety within Travis County, or patially located within 
either or both, Burnet and Williamson counties. If the acreage is located entirely within 
Travis County, the permit application for incidental. take would be revised to reflect 
5,000 fewer acres to 555,000. 

These 5,000 acres would be primarily golden-cheeked warbler habitat and not b h k -  
capped vireo habitat. The target acquisition area does not include any known vireos. 
To the extent, however, that vireo habitat is added under this aitenrative compared to 
Alternative 2, the assumption is that about 20 acres can support one additional pair of 
vireos. Ovaall, the impact of this alterhative will be to reduce the area of potential take 
of the vireo and increase the acreage conserved. 

To the extent that this aitemative sets aside more vireo habitat or potential vireo habitat 
tfian Alternative 2, the ability of the BCCIZ's acquisition and management guidelines to 
achieve the desired level of species recovery will be enhanced. 

* 

Mitigation 

Pfrms to Wuc;bnize and Moniror Take. Provisions to mhimk take and to monitor take 
and report annually will be set forth in the BCCP and site-specific management 
guidelines. Whether this alternative preserves the same amount of vireo habitat as 
Alkmative 2 or more vireo habitat, the guidefines for minidzhg and monitoring take 
will be the same. Their effectiveness depends on their implementation rather than on the 
size of the area concerned. Assuming effective implementation, however, to the extent 
that the guidefines are applied to more acres of vireo habitat, the chance for vireo 
recovery will be improved. 
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Measures to Mitigate Take. Acquisition of potential vireo management areas is the 
central element of BCCP mitigation for the loss of black-capperf vireo habitat. This 
aiternative includes. at least 2,000 acres of potential vireo habitat that will. be managed 
for the benefit of the black-capped vireo. 

2. Golden-cheeked Warbler 

a. Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

The golderr-cheeked warbler is more abundant in Travis County than is the bla~k-capped 
vireo. Because of the waxblers' nesting habits and location, it is difficuit to measure the 
l a  population and document population trends. Therefore, it is more appropriate to 
discuss the documented deciine in the warbler's habitat in the Austin area. 

Habitat destruction harms the golden-cheeked warbler both because of the direct loss of 
habitat, and because it fragments the remaining habitat into smaller patches. Estimates 
of the rate of loss of warbler habitat near Austin range from 5 percent (Wahl et d. 1989; I 

Pease and Gingerich 1989) to 7 percent (Clark 1985) per year. By adding together the 
area of several major developments, roads, 'and other known losses of warbler habitat, 
the City of Austin estimated that at least 2,700 acres of good warbler habitat were lost 
'between 1974 and 1985 (City of Austin 1985). Losses have continued since the time of 
that estimate, as have city approvais for projects which will cause further habitat losses. 

Encroachment of urbanization on areas coterminous with the warbler's habitat has 
continued to accelerate the fragmentation of large habitat blocks and the creation of 
opportunities for predation and cowbird encroachment and parasitism within blocks of 
habit&. i 

- 
The continuation of this trend, as would be the case givm the No Action Altimative, 
will maintain a situation which is not conducive to the perpetuation of a viable warbler 
metapopulation in Travis County. 

The rate of decline is L , , d t  to predict given uncertaintias regarding enforcement of the 
ESA as weil as the unsuitability of a significant portion of the warbler habitat for 
development (due to watershed protection zone restrictions and topography). 

f 
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Mitigation 

Because this alternative relies on the USEWS to evaluate individual pennits and 
consultations in order to comply with the ESA, no overall management organization 
would exist. - Each project owner would negotiate the terms and conditions of a Pennit 
or section 7 consultation indvndentty with the USFWS and would be responsible for 
implementing the agreed-upon mitigation accordingly. Lf on-site mitigation is required, 
the land would be conveyed to a conservation entity for management. If off-site 
mitigation is imposed, a conservation entity would be identified and the lands conveyed, 
fee title, to that group for management. If mitigation consists of paying a mitigation fee, 
a management fee may be included in that cost. 

The No Action Alternative poses potentially severe adverse long-term impacts on the 
viability of the golden-cheeked warbler species and the supporting ecosystems in the area, 
Those lands that would be preserved as a result of successfui individual Permit actions 
would likely be relatively isolated from each other, thereby reducing their habitat d u e  
as a result of habitat fragmentation. Comprehensive species managernem programs, such 
as cowbird management and systematic monitoring of species populaticrns, would not be 
undertaken. Tn addition, a network of fragmented preserve lands that is not 
comprehensively designed or managed to function a s  a system. would reduce the 
likelihood that the species of concern would survive in the l d  area. 

b. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

. Impacts 

The existing potentiai wahler habitat in the BCCP pennit area is shown in Figure 13. 
Existing potential habitat is defied as the warbler habitat mapped from Landsat Fmagery 
by the University of North Texas Center for Remote Sensing, which was ground-truth& 
by members of the BAT in 1989. The results of this mapping effort were r e p o a  by 

- Shaw et al. (1989). The mapped data were anverted (from raster to vectu? foxmat) and 
stored on the Arc-Info geographic information system (GIS) developed for fhe BCCP by 
the Texas Natural Resources Information System. 

Table 8 s u m m u h s  the distribution of existing potential warbler habitat in the B C B  
permit area. Ap~mximaMy 35,839 acres of identified warbler habitat cunently exist in 
the permit area. Of this total, approximatefy 8,480 acres (24 percent) of warbler habitat 
is targeted for preserve acquisition and 5,489 acres (15 percent) are in public/institutional 
land. However, current projections are that only 66 percent of the lands in the preserve 
acquisition category will be protected; thus, 5,597 acres (16 percent) is a reasonable 
estimate of the identified warbler habitat the plan will protect in this category, phi 100 



A. :Biological Resourca 4. Environmental Consequences 

percent in public/institutional areas (5,459 acres) for a total of 11,086 acres (31 pereat) 
of warbler habitat. This number may vary depending on the specific tracts which are 
included in the find preserve system, and may increase if suiiicient funding is available. 
The unprotected habitat, may be as much as 26,753 acres (71 percent), is the area that 
would be subject to take under the proposed plan. Figure 18 snows warbler habitat 
located with and without the proposed preserve system 

At an estimated density of 15 to 30 pairs per 250 acres of habitat, the loss of as much 
as 26,753 acres would result in the take of approximately 1,485 to 2,970 pairs of 
warblers (assuming 100 percent occupation, which is unlikely). W e  this density 
assumption yields a "taken figure which appears to be out of Line with the currently 
recognized population figures for the county, it is useful for comparative purposes. 

The inclusion of warbler habitat located in watershed protection zones (WPZs) (discussed 
below) would result in a much smaller projected net loss of approximately 16,352 acres, 
resulting in a take ranging from 981 to 1,962 pairs or' wa.rblers, based on the density 
figures presented above. 

The addition of approximately 4,900 acres of identified warbler habitat existing in the 
25,000 acres of BCNWR acquisition area located in Travis County would resuit in a 
reduction of estimated take ranging from 294 to 588 pairs. 

Thus, given the inclusion of WPZ and BCNWR lands as pro&ted habitats (the best case 
scenario), approximately 11,452 acres of warbler habitat would be lost rlAer the 3Gyear 
life of the permit, resulting in the take of approximatefy 687 to 1,374 pairs (1,374 to 
2,748 individuals) of warblers. 

USFWS comments and concerns regarding the inclusion of WPZ and BCNWR lands in 
the * analysis will be presented in the SigTUjS.cance of Tmpacts subsection below. 

* 
Sirmifiran- of Xmpacts - 
The goldencheeked warbler has been referred to as the "dn=ving force" of the BCCP, 
with concerns for the warblex's viability arguably occupying center stage in the presme 
dkgn p-. This focus is based on the fact that Travis County (I) has 40 percent 
more warbler breeding habitat than any other Texas county (USFPJS 1991b; Wahl et A. 
1990); (2) has the least patchy habitat of any Texa~ county; and (3) is on the eastern edge 
of the warbler's breeding range (so loss of the Austin population could result in a r ' g e  
reduction). The main concerns regarding the adequacy of the preserve design were 
p-y ffocuse on the preserve's edge-to-area ratio, subsequent nest parasitism, and 
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- fragmentation. Additional comments during the USFWS's review of the plan questioned 
the inclusion of WPZs in the protected warbler acreage, the exclusion of BCNWR lands, 
and the acquisition strategy being pursued at the time of review. 

In particular, BCCP assuqtions regarding habitat restorarion/regeneration and the 
amount of habitat which wrll actually receive adequare protection from WPZ ordinances 
were called into question by the USFWS. The reasoning behind the calculation 
methodologies has since beea explained more thoroughly; nevertheless, the expected take 
of acreages was discussed in the previous sections of this report from both a "with 
WPZ" and "without WPZ" perspective. 

Similarly, an estimate of incidental take based upon the inclusion of the BCNWR waxbler 
habitat located in Travis County was discussed, despite the fact that the establishment of 
the BCNWR entails a separate federal action to protect endangered species. Thus, the 
habitat within the refuge area will not be available for calculating protectfrdease ratios 
for development activity in the BCCP permit area. 

With regard to the issue of the proposed preserves not meeting the 5 percent edge-to-area 
goals set by the BAT, the TPWD states that ". . . this simply provides a desirable ideal, 
and should not be used to decide whether a proposed configuration will succeed or fail." 
They also stated that the proposed preserves, ". . . will be so small and possibly so 
disrupted by in-holdings and invaginations that management will eventually have to be 
higbly intensive and more or less oriented toward a few species" WB&A and EEkA 

,', 1992: Exhibit D). 

The current consensus of the wildlife agencies appears to be that, due to widespread 
misgivings based upon the aforementioned questions, the proposed action could threaten 
the population viability of the golden-cheeked warbler in the permit area This assertion 
is conditioned on the assumption that all management activities described in the plan are 
somewhat theoretical and their ultimate s u ~ s  is not guaranteed. The acquisition 
prirJrities outlined by the USFWS wi l l  provide a solid basis upon which tozbase a habitat 
conservation p h ,  however, a larger base acreage (discussed in Altenrative 3) is 
necessary to allay f m  over the adequacy of management initiatives, This ass+ion 
concurs with the USFFVS finding that, ". . . acquisition and management of these areas 
in conjunction with the management, research, and combined control programs proposed 
provide a solid foundation toward protecting the warbler over the permit life" (gSB&A 
and EFTRra 1992: Exhibit E). This protection and the ultimate recovery of the golden- 
cheeked warbler in Recovery Unit 5 are the ultimate goals of this plan. 

The objective of the Golden-cheeked Warbler Recovery Plan (1992b), as stated by the 
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- USFWS, is to outline steps necessary to recover the golden-cheeked warbler to the point 
that it can be removed from the endangered and threatened species list. 

The golden-cheeked warbler will be considered for de?isting (removal from the list) 
when: 

(1) Sufficient breeding habitat has been protected to ensure the continued existence 
of at least one viable, seif-sustaining population in each of eight regions 
(including the BCCP); 

(2) If no population in a given region is viable by itseif, then there should be at least 
one population in the region that (a) is large enough to be demographically self- 
sustaining and @) has the potential for gene flow to be maintained between the 
population and at least one other self-sustaining population so that genetic 
viability is provided for; 

(3) Sufficient and sustainable non-breeding habitat exists to support the breeding 
populations in number 1 above; 

(4) All existing golden-cheeked warbler populations on public lands are protected and 
managed to ensure their continued existence, at least until the optimum and spatial 
anrangement of populations needed for long-tenn maintenance of the species 
(viability) is determined; 

'L, 

(9 All of the above have been maintained for at least 10 consecutive years. 

Using similar modeling and conservation theory as with the black-capped vireo, Pease 
and Gingerich (n.d.) dso estimated that minimum viable population size for the golden- 
cheeked warbler should be between SO0 and 1,000 effectively breeding pairs. They 
recommend that a minimum of two populations of goiden-cheeked warbler s h d d  be 
conserved within Travis County with the following c-tics: (I) each prr=serve 
should be continuous and untiragmented; (2) each preserve should support a minimum 
viable population of 500 to 1,000 effectively breeding pairs on 3,000 to 6,000 hec@res 
(7,400 to 14,800 acres); and (3) less than 5 percent of the preserve area should be-&thin 
100 meters of the preserve edge (requiring preserves of 5,000 hectares (12,350 axes) - 

for undisturbed sites and 10,000 acres or more for disturbed sites). 
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- 
The stated goals of the BCCP, if successfully implemented, are consistent with the 
objectives outlined in the recovery plan. In particular, the establishment and protection 
of a viable population (of at least 500 to 1,000 effectively breeding pairs) within the 
BCCP and the concurrent protection of a viable population in the BCNWR would comply 
with the recovery plan's regional population protection goal a d  provide the opportunity 
for genetic exchange between the two populations. In addition, concerns that a 
catastrophe such as wildfire could destroy one popuIation would be 

Mitigation 

P~anr  ro Minimize and Moniror Take. The discussion of minimization of impacts focuses 
on the alternatives evaluated in the process of preparing the proposed plan. Minimization 
also indudes modifications incorporated into the plan with the intent of reducing the 
direct and i n k t  take of the species of concern, such as site specific design 
considerations. In addition, because the BCCP covers more than one listed species with 
potentially overiapping distributions, there is a need for optidation between the species 
within and among the various elements of the preserre system. The concept of 
cumulative minimhation (or balancing of impacts and management among the species of 
concern) will be considered. 

In addition, annual monitoring and reporting to the USFWS will be required during 
implementation of the BCCP. Such qorting wifl inciude an estimate of the amount of  
habitat lost during the preceding year, the amount of habitat protected, and the amount 

'\, of habitat restored. The summary of taken and protected habitat will be used by the 
USFWS as a tool to monitor compliance by the BCCP Coordinating Committee with the 
conditions of the Permit (KS'B&A and EEL&A 1992), 

Measures to Miligate Take. The loss of warbler habitat will. be mitigated in part by the 
acquisition and management of the preserve system, including regeneration of  warbler 
habitat within managed areas. The following paragziphs discuss how tfte amount of 
warbler habitat can be increased in managed areas, and how this helps mitigate against 
the loss in unprotected areas, 

Although the presesve system under consideration has been designed to include as much 
habitat as possible for the species of concern, a significant portion of each recommended 
preserve unit lacks habitat for either the vireo or warbler, and would require management 
to create or restore such habitat. For exampie, five macrosites have at least a mod- 
potential for long-tenn management for the vireo andor warbler (Cypress C& 
Creek, North Lake Austin, South Lake Austin, and Barton Creek). W1th.h the snapped 
preserve areas in these five macrosites, there are over 10,400 acres that have not been 
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identified as potential vireo habitat or as existing wabler habitat, as defined above. This 
represents a substantial area wherein warbler habitat regeneration can occur without 
reducing the area of gotentid via habitzt. 

Table 21 also shows the estimated total warbler habitat area in each macrosite at the end 
of the 30-year period representing the proposed life of the Permit. Assumptions were 
made in developing the informarion shown in Table 21 regarding (I) habitat regeneration 
in managed areas and (2) protection of habitat in regulated areas. 

The projected area of waxbler habitat regeneration was determined by subtracring the 
amount of existing warbler habitat in each recommended preserve unit from the total area 
of the preserve (with an allowance made for only 66 percent acquisition in the preserve 
acquisition category). It was then assumed that approximately three-fourths of the 
remainder of the preserve area could grow warbler habitat, and that one-fourth of that 
actually would mature into suitable habitat in 30 years. These fractions were selected 
for the assumptions after consultation with selected members of the BAT. (This can be 
expressed with the following fomuta: [@reserve lands: 66% preserve acquisition + 
100% PA) - (warbler fiabitat: 66% preserve acquisition + 100% P/Z)(0.75)(0.25) = 
of regenerated warbler habitat in 30 years.] 

The area of warbler habitat outside of recommended preserves that is currently protected 
by existing devdopment restrictions was also estimated. The area restricted from 
development by City of Austin watersfied protection zones has been mapped for the 
C$press Creek, Bull Creek, North Lake Austin, and South Lake Austin (Figure 19). The 
amount of warbler habitat in watershed protection zones outside of preserves was 
obtained and reduced by one-fourth to represent areas where exemptions may be granted. 
This figure was then divided by the total area of warbler habitat outside of preserves in 
these macrosites to obtain the percentage of warbler habitat protected in watershed 
protection zones. The result (21 percent) was applied to all warbler habitat outside of 
preserves to estimate the warbler habitat outside of preserves which could m n a 6 l y  be 
expected to remain if the entire preserve area was built out, except for amis left 
undevelped for the protection of water quality. (This can be expressed with-the 
following fornula: - [(golden-chedd warbler in WPZ outside of presesves)(O.'?~]f 
Igolden-chedmi warbler outside of preservd = % of golden-cheeked warbler habitat 
in WPZ outside of preserves.) No allowance was given for regeneration in watershed 
protection zones. 

If 66 percent of the preserve acquisition area is acquired (and all of the 
pubWbstitutiod land warbler habitat is included), the projected total net loss of 
warbler habitat over 30 years would be approximately 18,352 acres, and the net percent 



TABLE 21 
TEIIRTY-YEAR PROJECTED GOLDEN-CHEEKED WARBLER HABITAT 

IN TEE BCCP 

Acres of Habitat in 
Final Habitat Net - - 

Preserve Public/ Preserve Regeneration Habitat in Existing Habitat Percent 
Macrosite Acquisition institutional Total Size (. 75)(.25) Jn WPZ 30 Years Habitat (luin/lnss Protected 

Lake Travis 0 0 0 0 0 1,130 1,130 5,379 -4,249 21 .0 

Devil'ii Hollow 

Cypress Creek* 

Bull Creek* 

North Lake Austin* 

South Lake Austin 

West Austin 

Palernales River 

Barton Creek 

Southwest Austin 

1 TOTAL 5,597 5,489 11,086 29,157 3,388 5,013 19,487 37,839 -1 8,352 51.5 

' *Highquality golden-cheeked warbler habitat. 
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protected would be 51 percent, based on the assumptions given above (see Table 21). 

The size of habitat biochs in protected and unprotected areas is an additional factor to be 
considered for the warbler. The reammended plan concentrates protection efforts in 
those parts of the BCCP prese-e area whicn already contain the most large blocks of 
warbler habitat. Unprotected areas are generally left out of the preserve system because 
they contain smaller and fewer blocks of habitat or are more heaviiy influenced by 
urbanization. Approximately 82 percent of all patches less than 50 acres are outside the 
mapped presexw areas. The mean patch size within preserves is 42.0 acres. The mean 
patch size outside preserves is 18.8 acres. 

According to the BCCP Phase I application, warbler habitat in the unprotected areas will 
become sparser and more fragmented than it is today as a result of the take that will 
occur upon implementation of the plan. However, because of the regeneration of habitat 
in managed areas, the protected habitat should become more dense than that which 
currently exists or that would be l M y  to occur in the absence of a regional plan. In 
essence, what would occur wouid be trading habitat blocks which are less valuable to the 
warbler for better habitat in the preserve areas. 

The BCCP provides a set of recommendations for minimizing the impacts of a Pennit's - 
issuance based on habitat conversion resbrictions, habitat management, and monitoring. 

,Flabitat management will emphasize the protection of large blocks of unfragmented h d  
which have the potential to mature into warbler habitat. The relatively low-intensity 
management needs of the warbler will include the control of brown-headed cowbirds and 
increased research into the habitat needs of the golden-cheeked warbler. 

c Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Impacts I 

Altematve 3 is the same as Alkmtive 2 except for some management requin=rhents, 
reporting requirements, and acquisition of an additionat 5,000 acrar, located in dose 
proximity to the BCNWR. This acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may 
be located entirely within Travis County or possibly wi th .  parts of Wlliamson or Butnet 
counties (or both). If the permit acreage is entitely within Travis County, the permit 
application would be revised to reflect 5,000 fewer acres available to incidental take (m 
555,000). 

AU or most of the additional 5,000 acres acquired as a result of Alternative 3 would have 
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the potential of developing into golden-cheeked w d l e r  habitat that could support 300- 
600 pairs, in the vicinity of the BCNWR. 

This alternative will protect more warbler habitat and potential waxbler habitat than 
Alternative 2; thus, the ability of the BCCP's presene acquisition and management 
strategies to adequately preserve the golden-cheeked warbler in Travis County and 
enhance the species' chances for survival and recovery will be signirfcantly increased. 

Mitigation 

P1un.s to Minimize and Monimr Take. Provisions to minimize take and to annually 
monitor and report take would be the same as set fortfi in Alternative 2. Site-specific 
management guidelines would be the same also. Assuming efYstive implementation of 
tfsese guidelines, the additional acreages included in this alternative would significantly 
minimhe the tabe of warblers in comparison to Alternative 2. 

Measures to Mitigate Take. The loss of warbler habitat will be mitigated in part by the 
acquisition and management of the preserve system, inchding regeneration of warbier 
habitat within managed areas. In addition to the acreages described in the discussion of 
Alternative 2, this alternative has the potential to &tribute 5,000 acres of current or 
potential future warbler habitat. 

, 

3. Karst Invertebrates 

a. Alternative I: No Action 

Impacts 

Under the No Action Alternative, any pmposed land cleadng, develop&ent, o r  other 
major landscape alterations within. potentid karst invertebrate habitat may need 
authorizatiox under the E n d a n g d  Species Act to proceed. The impacts likely to occ~r 
under this action are difficult to assess because of the limited knowledge of whae 
development will occur, when development will occur and the level of compliance with 
the ESA. Furthemore, it is probable that, without protection of caves with rare 
as provided in the BCCP that could preclude listing, additional karst specie3 will be 
added to the federal threatened or endangered list. To assess the impacts of the 'no 
plan" alternative on the endangered arthropods of Travis CouQ quires. some 
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- speculation regarding these two factors. 

It is already recognized that habitat destruction, the fundamental threat to species 
encompassed by the BCCP, can be manifested by altering the piant community, habitat 
fragmentation, and land use changes which cause changes -II z t  abundance and spatial 
arrangement of other organisms in the community (BAT 1990). There is also concern 
over levels of pollution and moisture regime alteration that negatively impact the karst 
fauna. 

There are many undeSCribed species of karst invertebrates endemic to the BCCP study 
area. Elliott and 'Reddeil(1989) found 12 potential new species of karst arthropods from 
five genera within the permit area, and there is considerable evidence that many species 
may be present which have never been collected. 

Twenty percent of the known caves in Travis County have been destroyed in the Last 20 
years as a result of certain land use practices and land development. At this rate, Etliott 
and Reddell (1989) estimate that less than 80 percent of the presently known caves in 
Travis County will remain by the turn of the century. This trend represents the ody 
available i n f o d o n  on destruction rates for the karst features. W e  this trend may 
be slowed by virtue of the enforcement of the Endangered Species Act, the adverse 
affects of pollution, vegetation alteration, and flow changes due to cunent urbanization 
may increase the rate of cave destruction. . 

Sirmificancc! of Impacts 

The rate of loss of karst species and karst habitat is difficult to predict given uncertaiLlties 
regarding enforcement of the ESA, rate o i  development, and location of development. 
Ongoing reliance on individual section 7 consultations or Pennits wil l  do littie to stem 
the primary threats to the endangered arthropods of Travis County. 

Mitigation 

Because this alternative reiies on the USFWS to evaluate individual pennits and 
consultations in order to comply with the ESA, no overall management organization 
would exist, Each project owner would negotiate the terms and. conditions of a Pennit 
or section 7 coDSUltation independently with the USEWS and would be responsible for 
implementing the agreed-upon mitigation accordingly. if on-site mitigation is required, 
the project owner may also be the manager. If off-site mitigation is imposed, either the 
applicant or a designated entity, which might be a conservation agency, would be 
responsible. If mitigation consists of paying a mitigation fee, no managemat is 
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- required. 

b. . Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

All known localities of the endangered karst invertebrates LI the BCCP preserve area and 
the current protection status for them are listed in Table 22. Some of these caves will 
be protected in individual cave preserves and others will be in cave clusters (Figure 20). 
Cave clusters include the general area surrounding caves and other karst features at three 
locations in-the plan area (Figure 21). These clusters are the M c W ,  Northwood, and 
Four Points clusters. Hydrogeoiogical investigations wiil be performed for each cave 
cluster prior to the delineation of final boundaries of the areas to be protected. Detailed 
hydrogeological studies have been completed for the Four Points cave cluster Veni and 
Associates 1988); thus, acquisition can proceed for this cave cluster. 

The defineation of appropriate boundaries for the individual preserres will require 
additional studies by the BCCP Coordinating Commitk to deiineate the surface and 
subsurface hydro-geologic boundaries for the cave and the surface area necessary to 
maintain the biological. resources important to the cave. 

Some caves in the area are currently protected to varying degrees by the landowner(e.g., 
Eandit Cave, Bee Creek Cave); in such cases, the Coordinating Committee or their 
designated representative will work with the ownas to obtain written c o d o n  

L, agreements to protect the caves. 

There are 39 known endangered kmt invertebxitte localities shown in Table 22. Of 
these, all but four are proposed for protection by the BCCP. Beer Bottle Cave, 
Millipede Cave, Puzzie Pits Cave, and West Rim Cave do not support a diverse fauna 
and contain the most widely distributed federally-listed cave invd ra t e s .  The Qke of 
these caves would still. allow protection of the species. 

There are an additional 27 karst features that contain one or more of the 25 karst species 
of concern. This plan will pmrect the envimnmentd integrity of these features 
acquisition and management or: implementation of a management/consdon agreement 
with entities that influence tk2 hydrogeologicai area needed to protect the feature. 

The recommended plan protects most of the known localities. However, although the 
BCCP pennit area has been extensively searched for caves and karst fm, the 
possibility remains that features may be found that provide habitat for listed species or 



TABLE 22 
ENDANGERED KARST INVERTEBRATE LOCATION IN TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS 

t .  

Occurrcncc of Projected Specics 
Tooth 

Cumnt Tooth Cavc Cavc Toolti Cave Krctvchmarr Cavc Bcc Cnck Bonc Cave 
Cave Name Prcatrve Status Karst Pauna Rcgion Pscudoscorpion Spider Ground Bectlc Mold B a d e  Cave Harvestman 

Harvestman 
Amber Cavc Jollyvillc Plateau X X 
Bandit Cave 
Beard Ranch Cave 
Bcc Cruk  Cavc 
Beer Bottk Cavc 
Broken Arrow Cave 
Cavc Y 
Cold Cavc 
Cotterell Cave 
Disbelicvcm Cave 
Eluvial Cave 
Foseil Cave 
Fossil Garden Cavc 
Gallifer Cave 
Hobin-theRoad 
Japygid Cave 
Jcst John Cavc 
Jmkr  Estatep Cave 
Jollyvide Plateau Cave 
KrdPchmarr Cavc 
ICretschmarr Doublc Pit 
Lnmm Cave 
L i e  Bcc Crcck Cavc 
McDonald Cavc 
McNcil Bat Cave 
Millipede Caven 
M.W.A. Cavc 
Ncw Comanche Trail Cave 
No R a t  Cave 
No& Root Cavc 
Puzzlc Pita Cave 
Rolling Rock Cave 
Root Cavc 
Spider Cave 
, Stovepipe Cavc 
' Tardus Hole 
Tooth Cavc 
%+Won Cave 
Wtat Rim Cave 

s . KNOWN LOCATION 

Owncr Cooperation 

Owncr Cooperation 
riot hottctcd 
COA 
COA 
Prottctcd by Owner 
COA 

COA 

COA 
hottctcd by Owncr 

Semi-protcct#l 
COA 

Not mtectcd 

Not Protected 
rn 
COA , 
Individual Prtscrvc 

. .  
Not Pmtcctcd 

~oliingwood 
Jollyvillc Pfatcau 
Rollingwood 
NcNciVRound Rock 
Ccdar Park 
Rollingwood 
McNeiYRound Rock 
Central Austin 
JollyviIlc 
Jollyvillc 
McNcilIRound Rock 
McNcilIRound Rock 
Jollyvillc Platcau 
McNciURound Rock 
Jollyvillc 
lollyvillc Platcau 
lollyvillc Plateau 
Jollyville 
Jollyvillc Platcau 
lollyvillc Platcau 
Jollyvjllc Platcau 
Rollingwood 
Jollyville Plateau 
McNciVRound Rock 
McNciURound Rock 
Joliyvillc 
Jollyvillc Platcau 
McNciURound Rock 
Jollyville Platcau 
Jollyvillc 
Cedar Park 
Jollyvillc Plutcau 
Jollyvillc Platcau 
Jollyvillc Plateau 
Jollyvilfe Platcau 
Jollyvillt Platcau 
McNciYRound Rock 
Central Austin 

POSS~LE LOCATION 3 2 3 2 3 2 
S K  
X = confirmed ocoumncc: based on collected rpccimcn 
P = probable occumncc band on observation but not confinnut with collcctcd npacimcn 
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- other equally rare karst invertebrates. In such cases, the BCCP Coordinating Committee 
will attempt to protect such karst features, using the protection strategies discussed 
above. 

The uniformity of distribution of the karst invertebrates throughout the potential karst 
habitat is not well understood, and creates some uncertainty about the extent of take 
which may occur under the proposed plan. The results of studies on the proposed 
Lakeline Mall site indicate that these species may be distributed through at least portions 
of the karst that are not accessible to humans. Studies from other locations indicate that 
the distribution of subtenanean invertebrates is limited by the availability of nutrients 
from the surface. Even where substantial subsurface voids occur there may not be 
invertebrates without a nutrient connection to the surface. W e  the proposed plan 
attempts to protect known localities and significant areas of potential karst habitat, some 
areas of occupied karst habitat that are not known to be occupied may be taken under the 
plan. 

Table 9 summarizes the acreage of potential karst invertebrate habitat in the BCCP area, - 

as shown in Figure 14. Approximately 45,368 acres of potential karst inveaebrate 
habitat occurs in the pian a .  (52,972 a&, according to Community Land Resources, 
fnc.). Of this total, approximately 6,702 acres (15 percent) o c m  in preserve 
acquisition areas, including cave clusters, and 2,596 acres (6 percent) is in 
public/institutionai land, for a total bf 9,298 acres (20 percent) in preserve areas. 
However, it is projected that 66 percent of the lands in preserve acquisition areas will 

'. be acquired, thus, 7,019 acres (15 percent) is the best avaitable estimate of the potential 
karst invertebrate habitat the plan proten; This number may vary depending on the 
spectfic tracts which are included in the final preserve system, and may increase if 
sufficient funding is available. The unprotected habitat is at least 36,070 acres (80 
percent), and may be as much as  38,349 acres (85 percent). This is the area of 
unprotected potential karst invertebrate habitat that would be subject to take under the 
proposed plan. 

Significance of Impacts 

According to the USFWS review of the B C B ,  ". . . the draft BCCP has done an 
excellent job of identifying species and karst systems that should be protected." Fwtkr, 
the USFWS states that, u. . . based upon the infoxmation available at this tinu=, the 
BCCP would provide adequate protstion for the cuxxent federally-listed cave 
invextebrates and the majority of the ewe invertebrates Likely to be listed over the life 
of the permitn (KSB&A and EEUW 1992: Exfiibit E). 
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Despite this endorsement of the protection stmtegy outlined in the BCC? it must be 
stressed that the adequacy of the plan is contingent upon full impiernentation of the 
acquisirion and management straregies detailed in the BCCP. Given the fact that several 
of the BCCP karst species of concern are known from only four or five caves, the loss 
of even one cave could result in a 20- to 25-percent reduction in the species' population. 
This is especially important given the predicted 80 to 85 percat  loss of potential karst 
habitat allowable under the proposed plan. In addition, numerous newly discovered 
species which are currently undergoing taxonomic verification have the potential to be 
federally-listed, with a high probability that other new me species will be described from 
Travis County in the future. This Plan addresses 25 such species that would be protected 
upon full implementation. 

The Draft Recovery I?lan for Endangered Karst Invertebrates in Travis and Williamson 
Counties, Texas ( U S W S  1993a) outlines four major recovery actions: (I) m a r c h  and 
information needs, (2) long-tenn protection for karst fauna areas, (3) monitoring, and 
(4) education. In order to assure that the implementation of the BCCP has no negative 
impact on the population viability of the endangered karst invertebmtes, the BCCP must 
effectively implement these goals. 

Mitigation 

Plans to Minimize and Moniror T&. Site speafic maDagement recommendations will 
be implemented based upon management plans approved by the Coordimthg Committee. 

*\.. 

It is important to note that a Permit, if issued, applies only b those karst species which 
are currently listed as endangered. The Plan also addresses 25 non-listed species that 
would be covered upon listing or not be listed if the Plan is fully implemented. 

Measures to drLia'gate Take. The proposed plan seeks to prevent the loss of known 
occupied caves and includes protection for sipficant areas of karst in cave clusters and 
preserve acquisition areas through preservation of 35 cave features for listed karst 
invertebrates and 27 cave features for karst specks of am-. The cwrdibating 
Committee wiU consider protection for kmt habitat which is discovered to be occupied 
after the plan is approved, and will attempt to secure such habitat, The loss of potential 
habitat descnied above will be mitigated through management. Management in karst 
preserves will indude maintenance of native vegetation, imported fire ant control, control 
of disturbance by humans, and protection of water quality and nutrient input.. 
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c. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Altemuve 2 excqx for some management requirements, 
reporting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located adjacent to the BCNWR. 
This acreage has not been concreziy identified yet and may be located entirely within 
Travis County or possibly within pans of Williamson or Burnet counties (or both). If 
the permit acreage is entirely witkin Travis County, the pennit application would be 
revised to reflect 5,000 fewer acres available to incidental take (to 555,000). 

The level of incidental take of the six species of karst i n v d r a t e s  found in the permit 
area would not likdy be different for this alternative than for Alternative 2. 

Signifleanu! of Impacts 

This alternative would have a roughly equivalent sigmfiwnce of impacts as Alternative 
2 discussed in the previous subsection. 

Mitigation 

Plans to Minimize and Monitor Take. Site specific management recommendations will - - 

be implemented based upon the management plan commissioned by the BCCP 
Coordinating Committee. In addition to -species monitoring and ongokg research in 
known caves, it is recommended that all newly discovered karst features undergo a biotic 
survey in order to monitor the occurrence of karst invertebrates and comply with all 
cunent and future endangered species regulations. 

Measures to Mi%gate T&. As with the previously discussed alternative, the proposed 
plan seeks to prevent the loss of hown occupied caves and includes protdon for 
significant areas of karst in cave dusters i d  preserve acquisition-&eas. The 
Coordinating Committee will consider protection for karst habitat, which is discovered 
to be occupied after the plan is approved, and will attempt to secure such habitaL The 
loss of potential habitat described above will be mitigated through manag- and 
re~earcfi. u e m e n t  in karst preserves wil l  indude maintenance of native vegetation, 
imported fire ant contrul, cont&l of disturbance by humans, and protection of water - 
quality and nutrient input. 
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Bracted Twistfl ower 

a, Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

Eleven populations of the bract4 twistfiower are known from western Travis County. 
Three of the known populations are cunendy protected from destruction on public lands. 
The other eight known unprotected populations will be subject to destruction under the 
No Action ~lte&ve. In fact, two of the known populations are likeiy to be destroyed 
due to current construction activities. 

Significance of Impacts 

Given the ephemeral nature of this species and the almost total Zack of knowledge 
regarding its reproductive needs, it is doubtful whether the protection of the 
aforementioned populations located on public lands could guarantee the viability of the 
bracted twistflower in Travis County. 

Mitigation 

Because this plant is a C2 species and, thexefore, is not currently protected under the 
ESA, mitigation o f  impacts on privately held lands is voluntary and contingent upon 
landowner cooperation with intermxi resource protection agencies. 

b. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

Identification of potentiat habitat locations for this species was accomplished througfi 
surveys of the species' potential habitat. AU known populations were delin-. 
Therefore, impact on this species is identiiied as actual populations destroyed rath& 
potential habitat. destroyed. According to the USFWS, this is an acceptable method of' 

' 'on (USFWS 1992a). impact determum 

Nine populatio11~ of bracted twistflowex are known from the BCCP area (McNed 1989; 
TNaP 1989; City of Austin l9c 3); a31 of them occur in the area covemi by the Austin 
West 7.5-foot quadrangle. Five of the locations are in the BulJ. Creek macrosite, three 
are in the West Austin macrosite, and one is in the Baaon Creek macrosite. Two of the 
populations and portions of two others are currently protected on public lands which will 
be designated as part of the BCCP preserve system. 
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No further acquisitions are proposed to protect the remaining five to six populations, 
thus, all five would be subject to destruction. All are on private lands. At least three 
of these populations are directly threatened by development. One site may have been 
already lost. -Protection of these threz populations would require immediatrs additional 
land acquisitions which are presently precluded by h d i n g  Iimitations. 

Increased protection for the remaining populations througn acquisiuon is advisable, but 
is also precluded by funding limitations. The Coordinating Committee will consider 
acquisition of additional area around these populations, Lf more Eunds become available. 

In its Review of Biological Basis of the Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan, the 
USFWS states that, ". . . if all the recommendations in the draft BCCP to protect the 
known populations of the bracted-twistflower within Travis County are implemented, it 
appears that additional mitigation would not be required upon listing this species as 
endangered or threatened." This assertion was made based upon the understanding, at 
that time, that four of the (then) eight known populations would be at least partially 
protected by the BCCP via land acquisitions and the other four populations would be 
protected by non-acquisition means. At present, this is not the case, with five of the nine 
known populations (56 percent) in the permit area and subject to take. Furthermore, two 
of the known populations are being lost to construction activities at the present t h e ,  
giving greater urgency to protection efforts. 

'\ 

Given the ephemeral, annual growth habit of this plant coupled with a lack of real 
knowiedge regarding its reproductive requirements, it is unreaiistic to assume that the 
species' popuiation viability codd be guaranteed in the pennit area based upon the 
potential, loss of 56 percent of the known populations in the county as permitted by the 
BCCP. further preserve acquisition targeted at the bracted twist!3ower or 
binding landowner cooperative agreements, the species long-tenn viability will. not be 
guarantRed by the p h  - 
The bracted twistflower is a Federal Category 2 (a) species. The USFWS prepare 
a recovery plan for these plants only if their status is changed to threatened or 
endangered. 

Mitigation 

P b  to Minimize and Moniror hpacr.  The City of Austin's Environmental and 
Conservation Services Department (ECSD) , the USFWS , and a number of I d  botanki 
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are currently invoived in efforts to monitor known bracted twistfiower popdations and 
to transpiant or collect seeds from those popuhhons which are in immediate danger of 
destruction. Additional efforts are needed, however, in order to aggressively acquire 
known populations which are in danger of being lost and to collect more data on this 
poorly understood species. 

Measures to Mitigate Impact. Opportunities will be sought through cooperative 
agreements with landowners and through the platting process to put into effect some level 
of enhanced protection for those populations on private lands that are not acquired in fee 
simple. The BCCP will provide for management of those b ~ c t e d  twistflower populations 
that are &n protected lands as well as those cuxenuj aprotected and unmanaged. 
Management efforts will include herbivore control, protection from trampling and trash 
dumping, removal of non-native vegetation, and revegetation of eroded areas. The 
BCCP Coordinating Committee and TPWD will enlist the support of homeowners and 
other interested parties to protect tbis species. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Pennit 

Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management mphrnents,  
reporting requirements, and an additionai 5,000 acres located, adjacent to the BCNWR. 
This acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may be located entirely within 
Thvis County or possibly within parts of Williamson or Burnet counties (or both). In 
any case, the additional preserve acreage provided under this aitemative does not inciude 
additional protection for the bracted twistflower. 

SiguXcance of Impacts 

The signiscan= of the impacts resulting from this altenzative are expected to be the .. same 
as those outlined in the Alternative 2 subsection, 

Mitigation 

PIanr to Milzjimiize mrd Moniror Impad- The plans to m h h i m  and monitor take 
resulting from tbis alternative are expected to be the same as those outlined in the 
Alternative 2 subsection. 
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- ~Measures to Mitigate Impact, The planned measures to mitigate take resulting from this 
alternative are expected to be the same as those outlined in the Alternative 2 subsection. 

5. Canyon Mock-orange 

a. Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

Canyon mock-orange populations are known to occur at five sites in western Travis 
County. Only one of these populations, located at the Rarnilton Pool Preserve, is 
currenly protected from take. The No Action Alternative would allow all of the other 
four populations to be taken, since the canyon mock-orange is a C2 species which is not 
protected by law. 

Significance of Impacts 

The possibility of losing 80 percent of the known populations in the county is not 
conducive to the protection of a viable population in Travis County and could, in fact, 
lead to its extinction locally. 

This assessment is tempered with the'acknowledgment that the remaining populatiom 
may be protected from development to some degree by watershed protection ordinances ', 

or inaccessible topography. Neither of these conditions is by any means guarantecxl and 
could easily change on short notice. 

Mitigation 

Because this plant is a C2 species and, therefore, is not currently protecg under the 
ESA, mitigation of impacts on privately held lands is voluntary and contingent upon 
landowner cooperation with intrrested resource protection agencies. 

b. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Identification of potenrial locations for this species was accomplished through surveys of 
the @a' potential habitat. All known populations were delineated. Therefore, 
impact on this species is identified as actual populations dmoyed rather than potential 
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- habitat destroyed. According to the USFWS, this is an acceptable method of impact 
detmnination (K.SB&A and -&A 1992:Exhi'oit E). 

Canyon mock-omge'populations are known to occur at five sites within the BCCP area, 
including three populations within the Bull Creek macrosite, one in the South Lake 
Ausdn macrosite, and one at Hamilton Pool Preserve in the Pedernaies River macrosite 
(McNeal 1989; TNRP 1989). The proposed plan includes recommendations for the 
protection of the Hamilton Pool and South Lake Austin sites, and at least partial 
promtion for two of the BuU Creek sites. 

Two of the three populations in the BulI Creek macrosite are on the west-facing ridge of 
West Bull Creek canyon (McNeal 1989; TiUHP 1989). These are the two largest 
populations known in the plan area. Since a preserve in the Bull Creek macrosite is 
considered essential to the success of the plan, it is likely that these populations will be 
at least partly protected. The proposed plan will protect these populations by acquisition, 
landowner agreements, and homeowner education. A smaller isolated popuiation within 
the Bull Creek macrosite occurs in a small canyon north of Beauford Drive in the Jester 
Estates subdivision. Protection of this population may be feasible by arranging an 
agreement with the Landowner. 

The canyon mock-orange population known in the South Lake Austin macrosite occurs 
in Bows Hollow (McNeal 1989; TNHP 1989). The area including this population is 
recommended for acquisition. However, limitations on available funding may prevent 
tik acquisition of enough area to protect this population. The BCCP Coordinating 
Committee will attempt to arrange an agreement with the landowner to protect this 
population, if protection by other methods is not successfuL 

The population in the Pedernales River macrosite is in Ekmilton Pool Preserve and is 
now protected by management of the preserve. Acquisition of a Iarger area of the 
rramilton Creek watershed (approximately 120 acres) is advisable to better pro& the 
canyon mock-orange and riparian habitat at the preserve, but is precluded by fiinding 
limitations. 

The proposed plan will protect known populations of canyon mock-orange, although loss 
of unknown populations would occur in areas not otherwise protected by ordinances or 
topogra~h~* 

Threats to this shrub-induding habitat destruction, herbicides, pesticides, browsing 
animals, erosion, and hydrologic degradation-will be muurmzed . .  . through aggressive 
management on preserves in order to assure the population's long-term viability. 



- _ A. Biological Resources 

The canyon rnock-orange is a Federal Category 2 (C2) species. The USFWS will 
prepre a recovery plan for these plants only if their status is clmged to threatened or 
endangered. 

Significance of Impacts 

The protection measures outlined in the BCCP for the canyon mock-orange should be 
adequate to assure the population viability of the species in the BCCP permit area, if a l l  
recommendations regarding protection of the five known Travis County populations are 
implemented. 

Mitigation 

Plans to Minimize and Moniror Impact. If aggressive land or easement procurement is 
a practicable alternative, full protection of the known populations could be possible. If 
this is not the case, provisions to minimix take and to annually monitor take wifl be 
established by the BCCP Coordinating Committee. 

Measures to Miigate Impact. In addition to partial protection of known populations, the 
BCCI? will also protect this species through management and research. Management for 
this species will include prevention of vegetation clearing in adjacent areas, restricting 
the improper use of herbicides and pesticides, prev&tion of trash dumping in plant areas, 
management for high water quality, cbntrol of herbivores, and protection from ttan[tpling 
and other human access problems. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

Alkmtive 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requirements, 
reporting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located adjacent to the BCNWR. 
This aitemative witl not resuit in additional protection being afforded @ any of the 
known populations of canyon mock-orange; however, some potential habitat may be 
included in this additional acreage, and additionalpopulatiom may be established through 
management efforts. 

Sicance of Impacts 

The significance of the impacts resulting from this alternative are expected to be the same 
as those outrind in the Alternative 2 subsection. 

- - . .  . 
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Mitigation 

Plans to Minimize and Monizor Impacr. The plans to minimize and monitor take 
resulting from this alternative are expected to be tine same as those outlined in the 
Alternative 2 subsection. 

Measures to Miiigate Impact. The planned measures to mitigate take resulting from this 
alternative are expected to be the same as those outlined in the Alternative 2 subsection. 

6. Texabarna Croton 

a. Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

The majority of the hown populations of Texabama croton are within the proposed 
acquisition boundaries of the BCNWR. Therefore, impacts from development or other 
activities would be limited to the few sites outside that acquisition area. 

Significance of Impacts 

Given that the majority of the known disbibution of this species is within the proposed 
boundaries of the BCNWR, the majority of the distribution within Travis County wouid 

\be protected. Therefore, overall impacts wouid be Limited to a small portion of the 
known range. 

Mitigation 

Because this piant is a C2 species and, therefore, is not cunently protected under the 
ESA, mitigation of impacts on privatefy held lands is voluntary and contingent upon 
landowner c~qperation with interested resource protection agencies. 

b. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Since the majo&y of the known distribution of this spedes is within the pmposed 
acquisition boundaries of the BCHWR, the impacts would be the same as under 
Alternative 1. 
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SignEcance of Impact. 

See discussion under A1temative 1. 

Plans to Minimize and Monuor Impact. The distribution of this species is primarily 
within the proposed boundaries of the BCNWR and species promtion will be provided 
by that action. The limited distribution does not leave any room for minimization or 
monitoring of the take. The BCNWR will continue to monitor and search for the species 
within the- boundaries of the refuge. 

Measures to Mirigate Impact. There are no additional requirements to mitigate the take 
of Texabama croton outside of the UFSWS acquisition of the BCNWR. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

See discr.~ssion under Alternative 1. 

See discussion under Alternative 1. , 

Mitigation 

P h  to Minimize and Monitor Impact. See discussion under Alternative 2. 

Measures to Kutzgute Impad. See discussion under Alternative 2. 

7. Errrycea Salamanders 

The USFWS published a pmposed rule to add the Baaon Springs sdaman:der to the kt 
of endangered and threatened wildlife as endangered on February 17, 1995. 

A report fiom the Aquatic Biological Advisory Team addressing consemation of I d  
salamandet species is currently undergoing public as w d  as ageacy review. 

The salamanders are currently not addressed in the Plan but may be added in the future. 
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- 8. Other Species of Concern 

a. Alternative 1: No Action 

Impacts 

The No Action Alte,dve would not direcdy affect other species of concern; however, 
other species could be indirectly affected in Travis County due to actions authorized 
through any local government permitting process. Conservation and mitigation measures 
for any adverse effects would be limited to enforcement of existing state and federal 
wildlife laws. Other species of concern located 2 threatened and endangered species 
habitat would benefit from the prohibition on take of the threatened or endangered 
species. 

Significance of Impacts 

No significant impacts are likely to occur to other species of concern under the No 
Action Alternative. 

Mitigation 

Mitigation is oniy available through enforcement of e x i s ~ g  state and federal wildlife 
laws. 

). Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Impacts 

Under Alternative 2, only take of black-capped vireos, golden-cheeked warblers, and six 
species of karst invertebrates would be authorized in the proposed permit area The 
Permit does not authorize the take of any other species listed by the USFWS. However, 
76 other sensitive plants and mix& are associated with the habitat in the area 
and, where they ocnn in the same location as the above-mentioned species, have been 
indirectly protected by the listing of those species. Approval of the permit would move 
the indirect protection of these @en and would allow development to ocfur, possibly 
affecting the other species of concern. 

LFsuance of the propod Pennit and implementation of the BCCP, however, wiU not 
result in significant adverse impacts to any of the other species of concern. The 
proposed BCCP has been designed to prevent inconsistency with c o ~ l ~ e ~ a t i o n  m q  
for other s p i e s  and indudes information to ensure &at impacts on other species is 
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- avoided, minimized, and mitigated. In addition, other species of concern would 
potentially benefit from the management of the preserve areas. 

bed on existing literature regarding the other species of concern and their occurrence 
in the permit area, the BCCP identifies the potential beneficial or neutral (neither 
beneficial nor detrimental) impacts to the species that would result from implementation 
of the BCCP. These potential effects on the other species of concern observed or 
assumed to exist in the permit area are discussed below. 

Tans amorpha. The potential impacts of the BCCP are expected to be neutral relative 
to this plant, which is l d y  common. It is currently included in preserve planning as 
a secondary species of concern, subject to further review. 

CorreUas f&e dmgon-head. The potential impacts of the BCCP are expected to be 
neutral relative to this plant; however, it is subject to further review, because only a 
historical locality is known in the pennit area. 

HeUer's mar6leseed. This plant is not federally-listed C1, C2, threatened, or 
endangered (see Table 6). It is locally common and is not likely to be impacted 
negatively by the BCCP. 

Buckley tnilens. This plant is not federally-listed C1, C2, threatened, or endangered 
(see Tabie 6). It is found in 11 locations within Travis County and impacts are 

\ unknown. 

ArthmporIs, The potential impacts of the BCCP are expected to be positive to approxi- 
mately 25 arthropods found in the BCCP pennit area. These species all. occur in ody one 
to a few caves, or localities, and most are considered extremely local and all known 
caves are proposed for protection (see Table 6). 

Mollusk The potential impacts of the B C B  are expected to be neutrai @ve 
snails from the phylum MoUusca found in Barton Springs, which is protected by the 
BCCP. The third snail is found in one or two localities in the permit area. The poeltial 
impacts of the BCCP are expected to be neutral relative to this species. 

S d q e  shiner. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this mimow 
becaw it was not found in the study area 

Sharpnose shiner. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this 
minnow because it was not found in the study area. 
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Gwdalupe bass. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this fish 
wbich probably no longer exists as a distinct genetic entity in the study area due to 
hybridization with ather black bass. 

Hue sucker. The potential impacts of the BCCP are expected to be neutral da t ive  to 
this fish requiring periodic review. It is a federally-listed CZ species inhabiting the 
mainstern of the Colorado Rher but does not occur within the permit area. This species 
has faced serious declines in r e n t  years due to the construction of large dams, which 
block natural migration routes used by the species (Lee et al. 1980). 

Texas horned ILnrd. This lizard is a federally-listed species (C2) which inhabits flat, 
open terrain with sparse vegetation in sandy, gmvelly, or loamy soils. In Travis County, 
it is a very local resident of the oak-juniper uplands and old fieid areas. The homed 
W d s  as a p u p  have expxienced sharp population deckes thmughout much of their 
range, although this phenomenon is not well understood. The potential impacts of the 
BCCP are likely to be neutral relative to this species, although its s W s  will be 
periociically reviewed. 

AIligator snapping & d e .  The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this 
species because it does not occur in the area. 

h e r i m  digator. This species does not ocnu in this area and is not biologically 
, threatened in the United S tam. 

Terns map turtk. The potenrial impacts of the BCCP are neutral. relative to this @es 
because it has substantial and important portions of its range ocmmhg outside the permit 
area. 

Mi?k snake. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral rehtive to this spedes 
because it has substantid and important portions of its range omming outside t h e w  . area. - 
Texas gorfer snnke. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this 
species because it has substantial and important portions of its range occurdng outside 
the permit area. 

Pipingphver. This bird is federally-listed as threatened and a rare migrant to the permit 
area. Most Texas specimens documented by Obexhoiser (1974) were £ram caartal 
counties from Qlambers to Cameron. Only one fkll sighting has been documented in 
Travis County. No impacts on this speciesare expected. 
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Arctic peregrine falcon. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to this 
species. It is considered an uncommon migrant to the permit area. Winter and summer 
sightings are documented for Travis County, but no nesting activi.ty has been recorded 
(Obernolser 1974). 

American peregrine falcon. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral rdative to 
this species. It is considered an uncommon migrant to the permit area. Winter and 
summer sightings are documented for Travis Counry, but no nesting acdvity has been 
recorded (Oberholser 1974). 

Baki eagle. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral ~ h t i ~ e  to this species. It 
is federally-listed as endangered and considered a rare transient to western Travis 
County. Although the TPWD conducts annual bald eagle surveys throughout the stVe, 
no birds are documented in Travis County fiom these surveys; however, wintering b ids  
are consistently observed on Lake Buchanan, the northernmost lake of the Highland 
Lakes system, which includes Lake Travis. Also, successful nesting has been 
documented in nearby Bastrop County since 1984. 

Bids. The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral da t ive  to the remaining 21 
sensitive species of birds shown on Table 6 because the permit area has no biologically 
Jigriificant habitat (i.e., breeding or wintering) for these species. They are either 
vagrants or rare migrants. 

' M d .  The potential impacts of the BCCP are neutral relative to mammals because 
no sensitive species are found in the permit area. 

Sign5canw of Impacts 

NO potentially signifcant adverse effects on other sped= of concern would muft from 
the proposed Altexnative 2. 

Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required under this alternative. 

c. Alternative 3: Regional Pennit 

Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management quiremenfl, 
reporhg requirements, and a .  additional 5,000 ac~s located adjacent to the B- 
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- This alternative wiil result in additional proredon being afforded to those other species 
of concent that inhabit the 5,000 acres near the BClYWR. They wiil also benefit from 
being located 'near a large continuous section o i  habitat such as the BCNWR. 

Simcaflce of Impacts 

No potentially significant adverse effects on other species of concern would result from 
the proposed Alternative 3. 

No mitigation would be required under this alternative. 

B. Social Resources 

This section analyzes the potential adverse social impacts that could result from 
implementation of the proposed action or its alternatives. The majority of the following 
conclusions are derived from the Economic Impact Study of the Balwnes Canyonfands 
Conservation Plan prepared by Gau and Jarrett (1992). This study projects economic 
costs and benefits of the BCCP over a 20-year period (1992-2011) within a study area 
that includes all of Tnvis County and parts of southern Williamson County. Key 
variables affecting social resources were assessed with and without adoption of the 
BCCP; they inciude direct Endangered Species Act compliance costs, population growth, 
add expected habitat mitigation fee revenues with the BCCP. 

Gau and Janrett's n p r t  was updated by Dr. Milton Eolloway of Southwest 
Econometrics, Inc., (SEI) in a report entitled "An Analysis of Mitigation Fee 
Alternatives in the aalcones Canyonlands Conserration Plan" (Holloway 1992) 
(hereinafter, the SET report). The SEI report conducted additional runs of the economic 
and land development models used in Gau and J m t t  to reflect two analyses: (I) 
projected changes ia long-term development patterns resulting from the enactmentsf the 
City of Austin's SOS Ordinance and (2) additional revenues available to the BCCP if a 
$1,075 per acre mitigation fee were imposed instead of the $600 per acte fee ured in Gau 
and Jarrett. The fees proposed by the B C B  are $5,500 per zone. 

It should be noted that the economic growth in Travis County since 1992 has exceeded 
that projected by Gau and Jarrett, Tbis growth is W y  related to the large lot inventory 
in northern and southern Travis County that occured during the economic decline in the 
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mid and late 1980s. Nevertheless, this study is still useful in analyzing possible social 
and economic impacts of impiementing the BCCP. 

AssumptZons -and Assessment Guidelines. The following impact assessment addresses 
those social conditions that would change as a result of the implementation of the 
proposed action or an alternative. These impacts will be considered significant if they: 

Represent growth to existing population in the area that would result in a 
substantidy increased demand for development of new land for housing or the 
provision of additional public jnfrastructure. 

Represent substantial constraints to growth and development resulting in 
attenuation of projected population growth, shortages in or inability to construct 
housing, cctmmercial facilities, or needed additional public facilities in locations 
required to serve area populations. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes no issuance of a Permit for Travis County. Under 
ESA sections 7 and lO(a)(l)@), development would be restricted on land containing 

; threatened or endangered species habitat unless authoLization was obtained. 

Development projects would have the potential. to obtain their own Pexxnits, providing 
mitigation through preserve Iand dedication or fees. Under section 7 of the ESA, federal 
actions that pose no jeopardy to an endangered species wuld proceed; this provision also 
a p p k  to any private project requidng a federal permit or funding. The impacts of the 
No Action AIternative on popuiation growth, housing, and public infiastmcQre needs are 
discussed below. 

Population Growth 

The Gau and J-tt population projections indicate that, without the pmposed action, 
30,030 fewer people WiU reside in the Austin Metmpolitan Statisticat Area (MSA) in 
2001. By the year 2011, the MSA population would be 1,182,710, or 62,290 fewer 
pers011~ than would be expected if the proposed action is implemented. How- the 
current population, approximately 900,000, for the Austin MSA is greats than what is 
indicated in Table 23. This table projects the population with the BCCP in pIace and the 



TABLE 23 
AUSTIN MSA 

EMPLOYMENT .LAND POPULATION PROJECTIONS, WITEI BCCP 
1993-2011 (TUCSON ECONOMIC CONSULTING) 

(in thousands) 

Total High Tech Service 
Year Emplovment Employment Employment Powuiation 
1993 40C 3 31.1 109.8 828.5 

SOURCE: Gau and Janet2 1992. 
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projection is greater than what Gau and Jarrett projected if the BCCP were not in place. 

Housing 

Without the proposed action, housing developments in habitat areas of western Travis 
County would be requlred to obtain individual Pennits or, in cases where federal action 
is required, obtain ESA ciearance through a section 7 consultation. 

City of Austin records of Certificates of occupancy indicate that, since 1991, about 80 
percent of new housing units were located in western Travis County. This statistic 
reflects a clear consumer preference, particuiariy in the single-family housing market for 
the environmental amenities of the hill country west of the Balcones fault zone. 
Moreover, personal income data for the Austin MSA show that median f d y  income 
for census tracts in western Travis County e x d  the county-wide average by $15,329 
($51,260 vs. $35,93 1). These data depict a pattern of new housing acti!dy that is 
heavily concentrated both g e o p p h i d y ,  in western Travis County, and 
socioeconomically, at the upper end of the personal income range. This observation is 
entirely consistent with the logic and findings of the econometric models of the Gau and 
J m t t  report, which link the availability of desirable locations for housing and office 
development to future growth in business relocations and expansions. 

The limitations on residential development in western Travis County under the No Action 
Alternative will result in decreased- demand for new or improved roads, schools, and 
other public infbstnrcture in that area. Roads, schools, water and wastewater' 
inhstructure, and other projects that are required in the area will face the additional 
expense of individuai compliance with the ESA. As described in the discussion of 
Alternative 2 that follows, the widening of RR 620 in northwest Travis County required 
c o m p h c e  and mitigation activities that cost $63,600 more than would have been 
required under the BCCP two percent fee s t r u m  for public projects. IZ1,ese additional 
costs will d h a t d y  be borne by the taxpayen residing in the city, couxity, or sd1001 
district that is financing the capital construction project. 

Although direct revenue benefits fiom recreational uses of the proposed BCCP preserves 
are not expected to be s u t 7 s ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  the opportunity for public use of the preservs for 
hiking, bird-watching, cfix~ing, and other non-consumptive uses of the preser~a 
represents a positive benefit. This public benefit would be foregone under the NO Action 
Alternative. 
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b. Signifimnce of Impacts 

The No Action Alternative could result in constraints upon economic growth within 
Travis County. Econometric and land deve!oprnent srudies performed by Gau and Jarrett 
(1992) indicate that by the year 2011, failure to implement the BCCP would cause: 

(1) An attenuation of population growth of more than 62,000 persons; and 

(2) For individual landowners seeking to develop land within potentid habitat areas, 
either outright prohibition of development or compliancdmitigation costs of 
approximatefy $9,000 per acre, representing an inquitable burden on small 
landholders and nonarporate developers. 

Implementation of a streamlined single-family lot process and knowledge of the 
permit process has reduced this cost recently and no developments have been 
prohibited. 

For these reasons, the No Action Alternative could have adverse effects on the social 
conditions in Travis County. 

c. Mitigation 

The No Action Alternative does not include ky mitigation measures for sociat impacts. 

\. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Altmative 2 (proposed action) is the amvat by the USFWS of a permit under section 
lO(a)(l)(B) of the ESA, authorizing the incidental take of uspedied numbers if two 
endangered bird specks and six endangered k a s  invertebrate species in Travis Cbunty. 
Incidental takE includes direct and indirect loss of endangered species and their habitat 
due to othawise legally permitted land development. Mitigation for the po&tial 
incidental losses of endangered species or their habitat includes the establishment of a 
habitat presave system of at least 30,428 acres in western Travis County. This 
alternative has the potential to affect sociaL conditions throughout T~ilviS County by 
directing new population and housing (with the accompanying public infrastructun= needs) 
away from proposed preserve areas. 
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Population Growth 

Tucson Economic Consulting ('TIT) provides the City of Austin with an annual economic 
forecast of the Austin MSA (encompassing Travis, Williamson, and Hays counties) based 
on a regional econometric model and the national forecasts of Data Resources, kc .  
Results of the forecasts appear in Table 23. These projections assume the presence of 
the BCCP. The Austin MSA had a 1990 population of 781,572. The TEC model 
estimates the current Austin MSA population to be 828,500. As seen in Table 23, with 
the implementation of the BCCP the Austin MSA will continue steady growth at an 
average rate of approximatidy 2.25 percent per year. 

To estimate the Austin MSA population without the BCCP, Gau and Jarrett derived the 
population changes through the use of employment projections. They concluded that 
without the BCCP, the population of the Austin MSA in the year 2001 would be 30,030 
less than if the BCCI! were in place. By the year 2011, the population would be 62,290 
less than the 1,245,500 projected with the BCCP. However, the current population, 
approximately 900,000, for the Austin MSA is greater than what is indicated in Table 
23. This table projects the population with the BCCP in place and the projection is 
greater than what Gau and Jarrett projected if the BCCP were not in place. 

Housing 

The Gau and Janett report condud& that the implementation of the BCCP wiu lead to 
increased housing deveiopment in the permit area in response to the increases in 
population and employment. The number of housing units in the area is also expected. 
to increase because the BCCP will reduce the development costs of compliance with the 
ESA from an average of $9,000 per acre to an amount in the range of $600-$1,900 per 
acre. (Model runs for the Gau and Jarrett report used the $600 per gross acre figure 
speGLfied in the BCCP; the Gau and Janett report concluded that at this rate, mitigation 
fee revenues would fkll short of projections and require additional propertyatax subsidies. 
Subsequently, the SEI report substituted a fee amount of $1,075 per gross acre and 
conduded that, at that late, mitigation fees would meet the targeted rw&ues identified 
in the BCCP.) This Plan does not have a "per gross acre" cost, but instead uses a. "per 
habitat acre" cost of $5,500. 

Public IufraStrzlcture 

Although implementation of the BCCP is not expected to create a large increase in the 
development of roadways, recreational areas, and schools, it will create the opportunity 
for timely and economically feasible development of these types of public infrastructure. 
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One roadway project that could have benefited from the BCCP was the widening of RR 
620 in northwest Travis County. The USFWS demmined that the highway project could 
result in the taking of nine acres of potential golden-cfieeked w d l e r  habitat and the 
destruction of appro&nately 3 1 acres of black-capped vireo habitat. Consequently, the 
Texas Department of Transportation was required to take mitigative actions, such as bird 
surveying and cowbird eradication, that cost an estimated $342,600. The compliance 
costs were approximately 2.45 percent of the total pr~iect expenditures. Under the 
BCCP participation fee proposal oi  $5,500 per acre, the cost would have been $220,000. 

A report prepared by Dr. Vicky Langston of the Lower Colo.osado River Authority 
summarized the recreational value of the BCCP (Gau and Jarrett 1992). Direct revenue 
from use of the preserve areas as a recreational resource may not be substantial. The 
proposed BCCP funding plan identified $1 million in revenue from preserve user fees for 
nonconsumptive recreational purposes, such as hiking, bird-watcking, climbing, and 
other minimal impact recreational uses. However, the Gau and Janett report suggests 
that other impacts on the local economy might be experienced. Nearly $14 million is 
spent annually on bird-watching and photography in the United States. The average bird 
watcher spends approximately $13 per day while on a bird-watchhg retreat. Also, new 
bird watchers and hibefi will spend money initially on the equipment needed for the 
activities. Gau and Janett conclude that the bulk of any dollars spent by tourist or nature 
enthusiasts will be derived from the development of the BCNWR; however, it is also 
reasonable to think that large pieces of contigdous habitat located nearer the Austin urban 
pnter will be very attractive to nature enthusiasts. The National Park S e ~ c e  aiso 
cknciudes in its resource book, Ecommic I'am of Proteering Rivers, Traik, Md 
Greemvay Corridors, that real propeay values are increased, resulting in increased 
proPercy tax revenues. 

b. Significance o f  Impacts 

Alternative 2 could result in. enhanced population growth in the Austin MSA and Bigfier 
levels of residentid and commercial land development in the westem part of Davis 
County (Gau and Janett 1992). With respect to land development in the envir0nxnentall.y 
sensitive areas of western Travis County, most of the area affected by the proposed 
BCCP is located within watersheds that are subject to restrictive municipal development 
ordinances. Thus, although the proposed action will d t  in somewhat higher levels of 
deveiopment in the permit area, such development is expected to be orderly and 
masistent with the environmentat sensitivities of the area. Given the psitive social 
benefits of the BCCP, therefore, this alternative will not have a significant adverse effect 
on social conditions within the project area. However, the 1995 employment (approxi- 
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mately 450,000) and population (approximately 990,000) levels for the Austin MSA, 
without the BCCP in place, ex& those projected in Table 23 with. the BCCP in place. 

Because the proposed action will not result in sigmficant adverse social effects, no 
mitigation measures need be considered. 

3. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

a, Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requirements, 
reporting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located adjacent to BCNWR. This 
acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may be located entirely within Travis 
County or possibly within parts of or Burnet counties (or both). If the permit 
acreage is entirely within Travis County, the permit appiication would be revised to 
reflect 5,000 fewer acm available for incidental tafre. 

Population Growth 

Like Alternative 2, this alternative would allow for steady and unglcumbexed population 
', growth in the western portion of Travis County. Moreover, the additional 5,000 acres 

that will be dedicated to the preserve are Iocated in an area not as desirable for 
development as areas nearer Austin. 

Housing 

Like the Altmalive 2, this alternative would allow for increased housing development 
in the pennit area in response to the increases in population and employment. 

, 

Public Inhstructure 

Impfernentation of Altamtive 3 will not create a greater increase in the developmd of 
roadways, recreational areas, and schools than Alternative 2. It wi l l  create the 
opportunity for timely and economically feasible development of these trpes of public 
infrastructure. 
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- b. Significance of Impacts 

Like Alternative 2, Alternative 3 will resuit in somewhat higher levels of development 
in the permit area, although such development is expected to be orderiy and istent 
with the environmental sensitivities of the area. Given the positive social benem of the 
BCCP, therefore, this alternative 7-;iil not have a significant adverse effect on socid 
conditions within the project area. 

c. Mitigation 

Because the proposed action will not result in significant adverse social effects, no 
mitigation measures need be considered. 

C. Economic Resources 

This section analyzes the potential adverse economic impacts that coufd result from 
implementation of the proposed action or its alternatives. The evaluation of potential 
economic impacts is based on a sequence of assumptions. The first assumption is that 
the long-term economic growh and stability of the Austin metropolitan area is dependent 
in large measure upon the continued expansion of existing businesses and relocation of 
new businesses, particularly those in the high technology research and development 
( R n )  and manufactwing sectors. To the extent those businesses are attmted to Austin 
because of the amenities associated with its natural environment, partidady in the hill 
cbuntry west of the Batcones fault zone, any substantial constraint upon the abiiity of 
firms to expand or Aocate in that area, or to offer their employees housing oprtunities 
in that area, will serve as a disincentive for such expansion andor relocation. 

Slowing of construction due to a need to seek permits may affect job growth in economic 
sectors of the community, and may result in an attenuation of population growth that 
would have occurred in the absence of the constraint. Lower population growth, 
combined with the land development, would have 1 o n g - m  effects on projected praperty 
tax revenues of the vaxious taxing jurisdictions and, in the case of the City of Austin, on 
sales tax revenues as well. The following sections deal with these economic impacts by 
comparing potential effects on employment and tax revenues both with and without the 
issuance of regional Pennit. 

The majority of the following concfusions on economic impacts are derived from the 
k n o r n i c  Impact Study of the Baleones Canyonlands Conservation Plan prepared by G m  
and Jarrett (1992) of the Bureau of Business Research of the Graduate School of Business 
at the University of Texas at ~us t&.  This study projects economic costs and benefits of 
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the BCCP over a 20-year period (1992-2011) within a study area that includes ail of 
Travis Councy and parts of southern Williamson County. Key variables, assessed with 
and without implementation of the BCCP, include direct ESA compliance costs, 
popuiation growth, real estate and property values, local government properry and sdtes 
tax revenues, and expected habitat mitigation fee revenues under the BCCP. 

The Gau and Jarrett study was updated by Dr. Milton Holloway (1992) of SEI in a report 
entitled "An Analysis of Mitigation Fee Alternatives in the Balcones Canyonlands 
Conservation Plan. " The SEI report conducted additional runs of the economic and land 
development models used in Gau and Jarrett. The models reflect (1) projected changes 
in long-tenn development patterns resulting from the enactment of the City of Austin's 
SOS Ordinance; and (2) additional revenues available to the BCCP if a $1,075 per acre 
mitigation fee were imposed instead of the $600 per acre fee used in Gau and Jarrett. 

The extent (acreage) of potentially developable endangered species habitat in western 
Travis County is an extremely important variable in the Gau and Janett econometric and 
land development models, as it provides the measure of (I) limitations on land 
development without the BCCP and (2) the expected mitigation fee revenue with the 
BCCP. Because of the sensitivity of the models to this habitat factor, Gau and Jamtt 
have undertaken to provide an independent estimate of actual habitat acreage, based on 
a sample of USFWS response to project development inquiries from Landowners over the 
1990-1992 period. This sample d y &  yielded a much lower estimate of actual habitat 
acreage that the estimate provided by the BCCP. Gau and Jartett then calwhte the 

L, effects of habitat constraints on employment tax revenues and other variables, using both 
the USFWS sample estimate and BCCP estimate. The variation in result, depending 
upon which habitat estimate is used, is quite significant. 

For the purpose of this impact assessment, the Gau and Tarrett calcufations based on the 
BCCP habitat estimates are preferred to those based on the USFWS sunpie for two 
reasons: (1) the USFWS sample reflects development priorities, such as'proximiry to 
urban areas, roadway access, and ordinance constraints, that are unrelated tb the presencr= 
of habitat, and thus are not likely to be representative of dl potQltial habitat areas in 
western Travis County; and (2) the USEWS sample does not reflect substantial c m  
in the habitat criteria applied by the USFWS since 1992. These changes indude a s h e  
permit processing time and consideration of economic cost These cfiangm innpact 
population, employment, and revenue projections. .a of Gau and Jarrett's p r o j d m  
must be considered with n=spe;ct to these changes. 

Although the model runs based on the BCCP habitat estimates are preferable, they do 
present some risk of overstating the economic benefits of the BCCP and its potential 
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mitigation fee revenues. For this reason, in several instances the discussion of impacts 
includes themodel resuits using both sets of assumptions, for comparison purposes. 

Aswmprions and Assessment Guidelines. Economic impacrr consist of those fiscal 
conditions that wouid change as a result of the implementation of the proposed action or 
an alternative. These impacts will be considered significant if they represent substantial 
constraints to growth and deveiopment resulting in: 

Shortages in housing and commercial facilities; undue or uneven distribution of 
economic burdens on landowners; or 

e Substantial decreases in assessed valuation and tax revenues to local taxing 
jurisdictions. 

Alternative 1 : 

a. Impacts 

No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes no issuance of a Permit for the permit area. 
Although development could occur on lands not occupied by endangered species, 
development activities would require ESA authorization on properties contakhg 
endangered specia habitat. Development projects would have the potential to obtain 
heir own Permits, providing mitigation through land dedication or fee payment, Under 
section 7 of the ESA, federal actions that pose no jeopardy to an endangered species 
could proceed; this provision also applies to any private project requiring a f e d d  pennit 
or funding. 

The folIowing discussion involves employment and property valuedtax revenues in 
Travis County, particularly in the areas otherwise subject to endangered species 
constraints. 

Employment 

The econometric model developed by Gau and Jarrett (1992) indicated tfiat, without 
Alternative 2, as rnany as 10,000 R&D and 5,000 high technology manufacturing jobs 
would be lost over the next 20 years. Using employment multipliers provided by the 
Texas Input/Output model, the absence of these jobs would result in the loss of a total. 
of 39,050 jobs in all economic sectors, representing 8.7 percent of expected employment 
growth over the 20-year time frame. 
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Property VafuationiTax Revenues 

The Gau and Janen (1992) land deveiopment/valuation model estimated the tax revenues 
for the major-Travis County taxing jurisdictions that could be lost over the 1992-2011 
time period if Alternative 2 is not impiernented. (Austin Independent School District 
PSD] and Eanes ISD figures represent estimates based on their gmgrapkicai similarities 
to the City of Austin and the model's Eanes market area, respectively.) The net present 
value of these amounts, using a six percent discount rate, are summarized as follows: 

Travis County $283,171,182 
City of Austin 162,443,200 
Southwest Road District -10,298,714 
Austin ISD (estimate) 160,000,000 

. Eanes ISD (estimate) l.aK).OOO 
Net Total 656,3 15,668 

Under the No Action Alternative, total tax revenues that could be lost to Travis County 
and the City of Austin, which together have primary financial responsibility for the 
BCCP, could amount to $439.6 miUion in 1992 dollars. This is approximately 2.5 times 
the estimated cost of $179.8 million for implementing the BCCP. Total net present value 
of tax revenues that could be lost by aU the jurisdictions listed above finchding the gain 
to the Southwest Road District [SWRD]) is approximately $650.0 million. Note that the 
listed entities represent only five of the 117 taxing jurisdictions patentially affedcxf by 
the compliance requirements of the ESA. 

If Altmative 2 is not implemented, Gau and Jarrett predicts that the City of Austin 
lose sales tax revenues of approximatteiy $6.0 d o n  ($3.9 million net present d u e )  
over the 20-year time period (Gau and Jarrett 1992). 

As noted in the introduction to this scxtion, the Gau and Jarrett report used two 
alternative estimates of potentially developable habitat acreage, one taken from the BCCP 
report and the other based on a sample of USFWS n",spollses to landowner inquiries. 
While the BCCP report estimates are preferred, the model results using the UWWS 
sample estimate is also presented for coinpaxison purposes. Using the USFWS sample 
estimate, net present value tax revenues lost to the City of Austin and Travis County 
without Alternative 2 would amount to $244.5 million, rather than the $439.6 million 
estimated using the B C O  amage estimate. This more conservative estkmte is still 
considexably higher than me estimated cost of impkmenting Alternative 2. 
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Compared with Alternative 2, Alternative 1 could result in constraints upon economic 
growth within Travis County. Econometric and land development studies performed by 
Gau and Jmett (1992) indicate thzt by the year 2011, failure to implemmt the BCCP 
would cause: 

@ A loss of  approximate!^ 10,000 R&D jobs, 5,000 manufacturing jobs, and other 
related jobs collectively representing about 8.7 percent of total employment 
growth over the 20-year period; 

Q A loss of approximately $439.6 mitlion in net present value property tax revenues 
to the City of Austin and Travis County (adding estimates of tax bsses b the 
Austin and Eanes ISDs brings the total to more than $650.0 mdlion); 

0 A loss of approximately $6.0 million in City of Austin sales tax revenues; and 

For individual Landowners seeking to develop land within potential habitat areas, 
cornpliaodmitigation costs of approximately $9,000 per acre, representing an 
economic cost on amall landholders and noncorporate developers. 

However, recent development trends and issuance of section lO(a)(l)(B) permits have 
resulted in limited economic impact on growth and devefapment in Travis County. 

c. Mitigation 
,\. 

The No Action Alternative does not include any mitigation measwes for economic 
impacts. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Alternative 2 (proposed action) is the approval by the U S m S  of a permit under section 
lO(a)(l)@) of the ESA, authorizing the incidental take of two endangered bird 
and six endangered lrarst invertebrates 5 Travis County. Indata1 take includes -direct 
and indirect loss of endangered speoes and their habitat due to otherwise Le@y 
permitted land development. Mitigation for the potential incidental losses of e n d a n g d  
spedes or their habitat includes the establishment of a habitat preserve system of at least 
30,428 acres in western Travis County. The preserve systern wi l l  also provide habitat 
protection for other species of concern. Alternative 2 has the potential to affect 
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employment and property valuesitax revenues in Travis County, particularly in the areas 
otherwise subject to endangered species constraints. 

a. Impacts 

Employment 

The eanometric models used in both the Gau and Jarrert and tihe SEI repons rely heavily 
on the anticipated effects of endangered species development constraints on future 
business relocations to the Austin area and the consequent effects on new jobs. Business 
relocation decisions are affected by tangible and intangible factors. Tangible factors 
include labor costs and skill levels, transportation Services, resource availability, market 
proximity, and l d  government policies (especially, tax abatements). Intangibles 
include quality of life, attitudes toward business, aesthetics, and climate. In the national 
market for business relocations, the Austin area is considered to be especially attractive 
with respect to intangibles. Austin also scores high with respect to a number of tangible 
factors, particuiariy its skilled Labor force and low cost of Living and housing. The 
considexable constraints associated with the presence of endangered species habitat on the 
ability of national h s  to locate new f d t i e s  in the high-amenity areas of western 
Travis County is shown by the Gau and Jarrett models to impose a substantial limiting 
effect, in the absence of the BCCP, on population and employment growth, kind 
deveiopment, assessed valuation, and tax revenues for the affected taxing jurisdictions. 

Psojected employment growth for the Austin MSA is shown in Table 23. The 
projections made by Tucson Economic Consulting, which assume the presence of the 
BCCP, show that the total employment in the Austin MSA will  reach 840,300 by the 
year 2011. High kctechnology employment will increase from a 1993 estimate of 31,100 
to a 2011 estimate of 52,900. Likewise, the service sector will also see sigm6~n.t  
increases. TEC estimates that the &CI= sector employs 109,800 in 1993. This number 
is projected to increase to 292,800 by the year 201 1. 

i 

The Gau and Jancett report (1992) also concludes that the growth in emplbyment in the 
Austin area would be severely limited if the BCCP wen= not in effect. The report 
estimates that as many as 10,000 R&D jobs would be lost over the next 20 years without 
the BCC33. These 10,IXK) jobs are an estimated 65 petcent of the forecasted R&T) 

employment growth with the BCCP. Additionally, Gau and Jamtt projects that the 
Austin MSA could suffer a loss of up to 5,000 high technology manufacturing jobs over 
the study period without the B C B .  This figure is alppmximstely 20 p e r a t  of the 
projected growth in high technology man&ctmhg. Eowwer, as indicated p~Vio&y, 
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the population and employment growth in the Austin MSA over Lbe past three years has 
exceeded that projected by Gau and Jarrett. 

Job losses in these sectors lead to losses in other sectors. Using the 1990 conversion of 
the Texas Input-Output Model developed by the Texas State Comptroller's Office, the 
Gau and Jarrett study estimated the employment multipliers for the R&D and high 
technology sectors. They found that each R&D job loss in the Austin MSA causes a 
total employment reduction of 2.248 jobs in the study atea. Each high technological 
manufacturing job loss creates a total MSA employment reduction of 3.314 jobs. Based 
on these employment mult iphs,  the Gau and Janrett study estimated that if the BCCP 
were not adopted, 39,050 jobs wodd be lost by the year 2011. This represents 8.7 
percent of the expected employment growth. 

Property Vdues/Tax Revenues 

The Gau and Tanett land deveiopmentlvaiuation model concentrated on the impact of the 
BCCP to three of the most aft'ecred local taxing jurisdictions: the City of Austin, Travis 
County, and the SWRD. These are only thref: of the 117 taxing jurisdictions in the 
county. 

As shown in Table 24, the BCCP is projected to increase the property tax collections of 
Travis County and the City of Austin by substantial amounts. Txavis County is expected 
to receive an additional $649.0 million in pn&rty tax revenue, while the City of Austin 
will receive an estimated $356.5 million. At a discount late of 6 percent, these revenues 
have a combined present value in 1992 of approximakly $439.6 million, which is 
signrficantly greater than the BCCP's forecasted total cost, in present value terms, of 
approximateiy $87.0 million. This number is currently undergoing reevaluation, most 
M y  upward; however, the eventual number is not likely to be greater than the 
forwasted revenue. 

L 

The Gau and Jamtt report (1992) predicted an adverse imp- on the SWRD dqe to a 
loss of gxing revenue. However, dnce that report, Barton C m k  Prop& has 
purchased the Upland and Sweetwater tracts in the SWRD. These Properties ma@ up 
almost 70 percent of the land in the SWRD. The bonds obligation issue was fes0Ived 
by convexling the SWRD from a taxing cM&t to an assesmat disodct; This action is 
W y  to have a positive impact or t&e area and result in increased tax revenues- The 
negative impact indicated by the C study was also eliminated by the assessment district 
conversion. 



TABLE 24 
PR0,fECTEX) NET PROPER'IY TAX RE= 

- ?VlTEI BCCP 

Southwest 
Y e a  Tmvis County Citv of Austin Road District* 
1992 $ 319,968 $ 895,790 $ -558,071 

201 1 83;773;266 45;246,650 -2,098,266 
, Total $649.018.454 $356,495,428 $-20,748,823 

Present Value (6%) $283;171; 182 $156;443;200 $-10,298,714 

SOURCE: Gau and Jarrea1992. 

*Conversion of the Southwest Road District from a district with taxing authority to an 
assessment district has eliminated any adverse impacts the BCCP may have on tbh 
jurisdiction. 
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The Gau and Jarrett report (1992) also examined the impact of the BCCP on the property 
tax revenue of two ISDs in Travis County, Ausrin and Eanes. The resuits show that both 
districts wifl.benefit from the BCCP. 

For the Austin ISD, the present vaiue of t5e additional property tax revenue under the 
BCCP is approximately $160.0 miilion. The Eanes ISD will receive a projected $61.0 
million in additional property tax revenue under the BCCP. The Gau and Jarren report 
states that these findings also suggest that the BCCP may have significant impacts on the 
property tax revenue of other school districts in western Travis County. 

As with the No Action Alternative, the property tax revenue projections using the 
USFWS sample estimate of developable habitat are presented for comparison purposes. 
Using the USFWS sample data, total net present value tax revenues for the City of 
Austin and Travis County would amount to $244.5 million. This amount is still 
considerably higher b n  implementing Alternative 2, as projected in the BCCP reprt. 
By enabling higher levds of population and employment growth, the BCCP proposed 
action will also indirectly contribute to the growth of the City of Austin's sdes tax 
revenues. With the BCCP in piace, total Austin sales tax revenues over the 1992-2011 
period are expected b be about $6.0 million ($3.9 million in net present value) higher 
than without the BCCP (Gau and Janett 1992). 

b. Sign%cance of Impacts 

%mp& with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 will r d t  in: 

*@ Enhanced employment growth in the Austin M A ,  

*@ Higher levels of residential and commercial land development in the western part 
of Tnvis County, 

Sigruficantly increased property and sales tax revenues for the principal Jaxhg 
jurisdictions in the area, and 

Decreased cost of development in T m h  vs. m u n d i n g  wuntiw. 

W1th respect to the greater level of land development in the environmentally sensitive 
areas of western Travis County, -iost of the area affecid by the proposed BCflP is 
located within watersheds which : subject to some of the most restrictive municipal 
devdopment ordinances in the ~mtry. Thus, while Alternative 2 will result in 
somewhat higher levels of development in certain areas, such development is 
to be orderly, economically feasible, and consistent with the environmental sensitivities 
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-- 

4. Enviro~lentd Consequences 

- of the area. Given the positive economic benefits of the BCCP, Alternative 2 will not 
have a signrficant adverse effect on economic conditions within the project area. 

c. Mitigation of Impacts 

Because Alternative 2 will not resuit in significat adverse social and economic effects, 
no mitigation measures need be considered. 

3. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

a. Impacts 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requirements, 
reporting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located in the vicinity of the 
BCNWR. This acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may be located 
entirely within Travis County or possibly within parts of Williamson or Burnet counties 
(or both). If the pennit acreage is entirely within Travis county, the permit appiication 
would be revised to reflect 5,000 fewer acres available to incidental take. 

Employment 

Like Alternative 2, this alternative would allow for steady and unencumbered growth in 
the western portion of Travis County. Moreover, the additional. 5,000 acres that will be 

' dedicated to the preseme are located in an area not as desirable for development as areas 
nearer Austin. The cost of land in the BCNWR area is much less than those lands 
targeted in the proposed 30,428-acre preserve of Alternative 2. 

Property ValuesiTax Revenues 

Like Altenzative 2, this alternative would increase tax revenues in major jurisdiction 
within the permit area, again with the exception of the SWRD. 

b. Siwcance of Impacts 

Like Alternative 2, Alternative 3 will result in somewhat higher lev& of development 
in the permit area, although such development is expected to be orcidy and consistent 
with the envir0nment.A sensitivities of the area. Given the positive economic bedll:fits of 
the BCCF, therefore, this alternative will not have a significant adverse effect on 
economic conditions within the project area. 
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- c. Mitigation 

Because Alternanve 3 wa not result in significant adverse economic effects? no 
mitigation measures-need be considered. 

D. Land Use 

The Land Use section analyzes the potential direct and indirect environmental impacts 
&ted to land use that could result from implementation of the proposed action or its 
alternatives. For a description of land use regulatory mechanisms in the City of Austin 
and Travis County and existing and future land uses within the BCCP permit area, see 
Chapter 3, Section D. 

Assumptions and Assessment Guidelines. For the following environmental analysis, 
impacts will be considered significant if the action presents a conflict with existing land 
uses, poses a conflict with surrounding land uses, or creates inconsistency with 
established land use plans or policies. 

I. Alternative 1: No Action 

a. Impacts 
\ 

The No Action Alternative assumes no issuance of a Permit for the permit area. 
Although development could occur on lands not occupied by endangered species, 
development activities would be required to obtain ESA authorization on properties 
containing e n d a n g d  species habitat. Development projects would have the pomtid to 
be permitted, provided mitigation was included through preserve land dedication. Under 
section 7 of the ESA, federal actions that pose no jeopardy to an endangered 
muld proceed; this provision also applies to any private project requiring a fedaal . permit 
or funding. 

b. Significance of Xmpacts 

The effect of the No Action Alternative in comparison to Alternatives 2 and 3, would be 
to slow otherwise lawful development activities in the pennit area Only large 
development projects would have the potential for amassing adequately sized habitat 
preserves in mitigation of endangered species take. Whereas the impact of small-& 
development projects on the preservation of the species of mncem may be s d ,  the 
cumdative effwt would be great. Only an adequately sized preserve that addresses the 



. . _ D. Land Use 4. Env i ronmd  C o ~ c e a  

cumulative effects of development in the permit area is adequate mitigation for the 
impacts of development. No such mitigation is offered under tlie No Action Alternative. 
On the contrary, it promotes fragmentation of the preserve system and the potential for 
undersized, isolated habitat blocks. Substantially more infrasmcture comdors will occur 
under "no action." 

c. Mitigation 

The No Action Alternative would require mitigation in the fom of dedicated open space 
having endangered species habitat on a project-b y-proj ect basis. Such mitigation is 
adequate only if minimum acreages for preserves are maintained and fragmentation is . .  . 
tnmmued. The No Action Alternative offers neither. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

Alternative 2 (proposed action) is the approval by the USFWS of a permit under section 
lO(a)(l)(B) of the Endangered Species Act, authorizing the incidental take of two 
endangered bird species and six endangered karst invertebrates in Travis County. 
Incidental take includes direct and indirect loss of endangered species and their habitat 
due to otherwise legally permitted land development. Mitigation for the potential 

.,, incidental losses of endangered species or their habitat indudes the establishment of a 
habitat preserve system of at least 30,428 acres in western Travis County. Creafion of 
the preserve system would be through public acquisition, rather than by land use 
restrictions. The effect of the proposed pennit action would be to remove the ESA 
restrictions on land development outside the preserve boundaries and to ensure long-term 
preservation of the acreage within the boundaries. 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses 

Acquisition of the land for preserve system changes the status of the propeaies a~qllired 
from private ownership to public pmpeay. However, because most of th& properties 
are currently void of human development and the preserve would retain that status, the 
actual land use would. not change. 



- Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses 

The creation of an open space preserve system does not conrlict with adjacent land uses 
and carries with it no adverse environmental impacts. On the contrary, the preservation 
of open space is desirable wirhin urbanizing areas. 

However, surrounding land uses and activities wiu have a material impact on the viability 
of the preserve system and the species of concern. A full range of h a  uses exists 
within a half mile of the edges of the potential preserve (Table 25). In the absence of 
any adopted future land use map, existing and future land uses are determined by the real 
estate market. AS-= area urbanizes, the impacts of people, p, traffic no&, and other 
disturbances may have adverse effects on many species of wildlife and are likely to be 
particularly severe for the vireo and warbler. Cowbird parasitism and nest predation are 
also known to be higher in urban and suburban areas. Consequently, public open space 
or other protected areas are given considerable attention in the presene design and 
delineation. In addition, buffer areas are included for the mrnrnended preserve 
whenever adjacent land uses are Likely to be incompatible with habitat utilkfion. These 
impacts and their mitigation are fully addressed in Chapter 4, Section A. 

Consistency with PIans and Policies 

The issuance of the Permit and creation of the proposed prixme system is not likely to 
have any beadng on the administration of any of the land use plans or devefoprnent codes 
qnd ordinances in effect in the pennit area. Three jurisdictions are participating in the 
i.&lementation of the preserve system: the City of Austin, the City of Sunset Valley, and 
Travis County. 

The City of Austin currently addresses comprehensive land use pIanning through Rurrn 
Tomorrow, a policy adopted by resoIution in 1977 and 1979. Armin Tomorrow is 
consistent with the preserve design. It assigns the lowest development pri~rities~to the 
City of Austin's jurisdiction and ETJ in western Travis County, where preserve 
acquisition will occur. If an inconsistency were to develop, dty policies do not kvve the 
force and effect of law; therefore, the preserve system would not be bound by Ausrin 
Tomorrow. 

The City of Sunset Valley adopted a comprehensive plan by ordinance in 1984, which 
assigns one of two categories to land within its iurisdiction, residential or nonresidenb'tal 
The residentid uses category inchdes parks a~ greenbeits, which would be consistent 
with pteserve devefopment. The only p a r d  in Sunset Valley that is proposed for 
preserve acquisition is relatively small, approximately 32 ar=res, and is owned by the City 



TABLZ 25 
3?ROPOSIED LAM) USES m o m  

TEE mERm BOUNDARIES 

Land Use Type Acreage 

Undeveloped 

Open space @ark, greenbelt, preserve) 

S ing le - fdy  residential 

Mobile home 

Multi-family residential 

Office: 

Commercial 

Industrial 

Txansportation 

-g 

Utilities 

Civic 

Water 

NOTE: Prehmaq data complete for Austin incorporated area, 
Cedar Park, and urbanized EiTJ only. 

h e  total measured acreage of the potential p m e  system is- 
36,485 acres. The difference in this total and the sum of the land 
use acreages above is presumed to be areas not surveyed. 
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- 
under a parklandlgreenbelt deed restriction. Therefore, the preserve cream no 
inconsistency with the Sunset Vdey comprehensive plan. Sunset Valley is in the process 
of updating plan; however, no major shifts in land use designation are andcipated. 

Travis County by state law cannot develop a comprehensive land use p h .  
Comprehensive plans (which include land use plans) are enforced by ordinance oniy 
within a city's corporate Limits. In Texas, only activities prescribed by law can be 
undertaken by counties. 

Because the proposed preserve would be acquired in fee simple, local develogmezt 
ordinances would apply within the preserve system, but are not k l y  to be applied on 
dedicated public open space. Therefore, preserve acquisitions wouid not create the 
potendal transfer of development rights or land use intensitie to other properties outside 
the preserve but within the permit area. 

b. Significance of Impads 

Alternative 2, inchiing the creation and management of a 30,428-acre preseme system 
in western Travis County (1) will not present a conflict with existing land uses, (2) is 
entirely compatible with surrounding land uses, (3) does not conflict with anticipated 
development in the permit area, and (4) is consistent with adopted land use pians and 
policies. Issuance of the permit will allow otherwise lawful development activities to 
resume subject to -ting land developmknt regulations; The resumption of the 
qgdated development process is desirable. Creation of the preserve system will enhance 
rather than conflict with devefopment in the pennit area. Thus, no adverse impacts have 
been identified wittr. the implementation of this alternative. 

c. Mitigation 

The mitigation for deveiopment irnpacc that will result &om the issuance of a Permit a. is 
the proposed 30,428-acre preserve system. 

, 

3. Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management n=qUirements, 
reporting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located in the vicinity of the 
BCNWR. This acreage has not been concretely idendfied yet and may be located 



- endrely within Travis County or possibly within p m  of Williamson or Bumet counties 
(or both). If the permit acreage is endrely within Travis County, the permit application 
would be revised to reflect 5,000 fewer acres avaihble for incidental take. 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses 

Acquisition of the additional 5,WO acres near the BCNWR would change the ownership, 
but not the land use. These lands are also generally outside any jurisdiction's ETS with 
no land use policies in force. Therefore, no incornpathility with existing land uses 
exists. 

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses 

The creation of an additional 5,000 acres of open space does not conflict with adjacent 
land uses and wries with it no adverse environmental impacts. On the contrary, the 
preservation of an even larger preserve system than proposed in Altermtive 2 is 
desirable. By locating the additional 5,000 ac~s near the BCNWR, there will be 
benefits derived from increasing the size of the existing surrounding land uses and 
activities (a wildlife refuge). 

Consistency with PIans and Policies 

The issuance of the Permit and creation of the larger preserve system is not W y  to 
have any beadng on the administration of any of the land use plans or development codes 

\\ and ordinances in effect in the permit area, as  explained in Alternative 2 above. 

b. Simcance of Impacts 

Alternative 3, including the creation and management of a 35,428-acre preserve system 
in westem Travis County (1) will not p m n t  a conflict with &g land uses, (2) is 
entirely compatible with surrounding land uses, (3) does not conflict with anticipated 
development in the permit area, and (4) is consistent with adopted land yse plans and 
policies. Thus, no adverse impacts have been identified with the implern&oltion of this 
altexnative. 

c. Mitigation 

The mitigation for development impacts that will result fmm the issuance of a Permit is 
the pmposed 35,428-acre preserve system. 
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- E. Recreation 

This recreation section discusses the porxtbl  environmental impacts to rmeztional 
facilities and cultural resources that coilid result from implementation of the project 
alternatives. For a description of the recreational facilities and historic resources affected 
by the proposed preserve system, refer to Chapter 3, Section E. 

Assumptions and Assessment Guidelines. For the following environmental analysis, 
impacts to recreational facilities will be considered significant if (1) fitst, the action 
causes a net loss .of recreational opportunities by either displacing recreational uses, 
degrading recreational values, or decreasing the o v d  rerreational diversity within the 
pennit area; or (2) recreational uses within the preserve system threaten or interfere with 
the goal of long-tenn species and habitat preservation. 

Impacts on historic and archaedogical resources will be considered significant in 
accordance with the criteria for 'effect" and "adverse effect," as described in 36 CFR 
800.9(a) and @) below. 

(a) Criteria of EEect. An undertaking has an effect on a historic property 
when the undertaking may alter characteristics of the property  at may 
qualify the property for inciusion in the national. Register. For the 
purpose of determining effect alteration to features of the propeay's 
location, setting, or use may be reievant depending on a property's 
sigdicant characteristics and should be considemi. 

0) Criteria of Adverse Effect. An undertaking is considered to have an 
adverse effect when the effect on a historic pmperty may niminish the 
integrity of the property's location, design, setting, material, 
workmanship, feeling, or association, Adverse effects on historic 
properties include, but are not limited to: - 

Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all. or part of the propeay; . 

Isolation of the property h m  or alteration of the character of the prqaty's 
setting when the character contributes to the property's qualification for the: 
National Register; 

Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character 
with the property or alter its setting; 
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(4) Neglect of property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and 

(5)  Transfer, lease, or sale of the property. 

Under the National Historic Preservation Act and as dixecT& in the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation regulations, Protection of Historic Properties, the USFWS: 

has the legal responsibility for complying with Section 106. It is the 
responsibility of the Agency Official to idenrify and evaluate affected historic 
properties, assess an undertaking's effect upon them, and afford the Council its 
comment opportunity (36 CFR 800.1) 

In conjunction with the SHPO [State Historic Resenation Officer], the 
Agency Official shall make a reasonable and g o d  faith effort to identify 
historic properties that may be affected by the undertaking and gather 
sufficient intormation to evaiuate the eligibility of the properlies for the 
National Register (36 CFR 800.4). 

1. Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes no issuance of a Permit for the pennit area 
Development activities would ESA authoiization on properties containing 

;,, 
endangered species habitat, Development projects would have the potential to obtain 
their own Pennits, providing mitigation through preserve land dedication. 

Under section 7 of the ESA, federal actions that pose no jeopardy to an endangered 
species au ld  proceed; this provision also applies to any private project requiring a 
federal permit or funding. 

Recreation 

Eveq project, whether public or private, may have to secure an individual lO(a)(l)P) 
permit or undertake a separate section 7 consultation. 

The No Action Alternative has no direct effect on cultural resouras. The potential sites 
that are located on privately controlled property, and remain on private property, will not 
be guaranteed the discovery and protection that is part of the NBPA process. 



- b. Signifcance of Impacts 

Recreation 

The cost of the research and application for individual lO(a)(l)(B) permits may limit the 
number undertaken. If an individual project may be evaluated through a section 7 
wnsultation instead, a project proponent will probably prefer this approach because it is 
less costly and time consuming (e.g., in contrast to section lO(a)(l)(B), section 7 does 
not q u i r e  NEPA review and analysis of alternative proposals, and it specifies relatively 
brief timelines for USFWS review and decision). 

The small size of some of the recreational resources will make managing the habitat for 
the benefit of the species of concern diff.icult. 

Cultural Resources 

Some cultural resources on private property may be lost due to lack of private support 
for their preservation or ignorance of the significance of the resource. 

c. Mitigation 

Active recreationat activities in existing park3 will not be impacted by this Permit. 

No midgation is required. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 
1 

a. Impacts - 

A l t e d v e  2 @nrposed action) is the approval, by the USFWS of a permit under &tion 
lO(a)(l)(B) of the Endangered Species Act authorizing the incidental take of two 
endangered bird species and six endangered karst invertebrates in Travis County. 
Incidental take inciudes direct and indirect loss of endangered species and their habitat 
due to otherwise legally permitted Iand development.. Mitigation for the potential 
incidental losses of endangered species or their habitat includes the establishment of a 
habitat preserve system of at least 30,428 iuxs  in western Travis County. The effect 
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of the proposed permit action on recreational facilities will be to transfer 30 percent of 
the designated existing recreational and preserve faciiities in western Travis County into 
the proposed BCCP preserve system for long-term maintenance and management. 

Effects on Recreational Resources 

Alternative 2 will increase the recreational opportunities for the region by transferring 
into public ownership and potential recreational use approximately 22,000-22,000 acres 
of land not currently accessible to the public, Many recreational activities occur on land 
designated as part of the preserve. The preserve will also increase the opportunity for 
minimum-impact activities engaged in by individuaIs and small g-roups, developing the 
educational potential of the preserve and appreciation for the environment and species. 

The nature of the use of some facilities may change with the creation of the BCCE! 
preserve system. The system has been designed to preserve known hhitat for the 
species of concern, as wetl as to provide area that has the potential for being managed 
for the in- viability of the species. Table 26 shows which rmmtional areas 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section E, are being managed for the benefit of particuIar species 
of concern. 

Devdopment and improvements of facilities witkin the preserve will be monitored and, 
as appropriate, restricted for the benefit of the species of concern. In some -, the 
number of existing roads and trails may be decreased. Routine maintenance may be 
changed to allow establishment and conservation of woodland canopy. Certah 
undevebped areas, especiaily those with known populations of karst invertebrates and 
flora, will not be opened to the public. New &a&, roads, and parking areas that apen 
the woodland canopy will be prohibited. The creation of additional ixnpexvious cover is 
atso prohibited. Public use of target species sites or environmentally sensitive wiU 
not be promoted, except as is compatible with the adopted management guidelines and 
standards. Intense uses of sites will be prohibited, inciuding foot or bike races, concerts, 
or activity aSSOciated with permanent campgrounds. The impacts of mch types of 
development on the biological resources within the preserve system are discussed 

- Chapter 4, Section A. 

Creation of a preserve system for the affected species does not have a detrimental effect 
on the existing recreational resources in the permit area for several reasons. F ' i  only 
approximately 30 pacent of the total recreational resources in the permit area will be 
t r a n s f d  to the preserve system. Second, the addition of approximately 20,000 acres 
of privately held land to the preserve atnost doubles the available open space in Travis 
County. And third, improved recreational facilities and active recreationai gpp~rtilnities 



' TABLE 26 
MANAGEMENT FOR SPECIES OF CONCERN BY RECREATION AREA 

Pro~e%' Macrosi te Vireo Warbler Invertebrates  lo* 

Barrow Preserve 
Barton Creek Greenbelt 
Bee Creek Preserve 
Commons Ford Park 
Emma Long Metropolitan Park 
Hamilton Pool 
McGregor Tract 
Mount Bonnell 
Romberg Tract 
Spicewood Springs Park 
Travis Audubon Sanctuary 
Bull Creek 
Vireo Preserve 
Water Treatment Plant #4 
Westcave Preserve 
Wheless Tract 
Wild Basin Preserve 

Bull 
Barton 
W. Austin 
S. Lake 
N. Lake 
Pedernales 
Cypress 
W. Austin 
Cypress , 

W. Austin 
Cypress 
Bull 
W. Austin 
Bull 
Pedernales 
Cypress 
W. Austin 
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will continue to operate. Therefore, even with changes in operation and seasonal public 
access, opportunities for use of recreational facilities will not be signlfimtty reduced for 
the citizens of Travis County. 

Effects on Cultural Resources 

Because the creation of the preserve sets aside the areas within it from development, it 
does not change any of the characte&ics that define the historic status of the cultural 
and archaeological resources located within the preserve. Therefore, no negative effects 
on these resources are anticipated, even though no field surveying specifically to locate 
such cultural resources is currently planned. 

As previousiy stated, Alternative 2 would have a potential effect on a cultural resource 
if it alters the characteristics, location, setting, or place that may qualify the propexty for 
inclusion in the National Register. Adverse effect is described as physical harm to the 
resource, isoiation or change in setting, introduction of inappropriate visual elements, 
neglect of property, and or sale or lease of resource. W1th the exception of sale or 
leasing, none of these effects are expected to occur through implementation of the BCCP 
preserve. The transfer or sale of a potential cultural resource into the preserve, which 
is publicly controIIed and subject to fderal guidelines, does not constitute adverse effect. 

Recreation 

Creation of the preserve allows expansion and improvements to occur at park sitas 
outside the preserve without an individual endangered species Permit or section 7 
consultation, even those that may have habitat suitable for the listed species. Likewise, 
the preserve system also allows private facilities outside the system to plan and construct 
future improvements, some of which may involve incidental take, without_ an individual 
section IO(a)(l)(B) Permit or section 7 consultation, ,- 

Within the proposed preserve, existing resources will each be affected in slightiy 
different ways. In general, all facifitiies within the preserve will have some hifation 
placed on improvements that will be allowed. Acreage designated for the pres=e, 
although not currently used for active recreational purposes, may have been designated 
for expansion of a c a e  recreational purposes. The planned expansion will not be able 
to occur if the proposed activities conflict with the adopted management guidelines, 



The recreational areas immediately adjaemt to the preserve may find their expansion 
capability reduced because the available expansion acieage may already be part of the 
preserve. 

Cultural Resources 

The creation of the preserves allows for the protection of cultural, historical, and 
archaeological sites that are currently in private control. Management guidelines, 
especially for barst invertebrates and flora, result in protection for archaeological sites 
that may coincide with protected habitat, The public control of additional acreage, the 
lack of intensive use of the preserve areas, and the constant monitoring of the preserve 
will all enhance the preservation of the cultural resources. 

c. Mitigation 

Recreation 

Proposed management standards and guidelines form the basis for mitigation of the 
impacts of the BCCP preserve system. Site-specific implementation of these standards 
and guidelines will ensure minimal effects on recreational. opportunities wide reducing 
negative impacts on protected species and habitats. W1tti.u these constraints, a wide 
range of activities will continue, as d e s d e d  in Chapter 2(C)(2)(e). These activities may - 

include waking, hiking and jogging; fistiing, swimming and boating; bicycling, 
horseback riding and RV use. Other activities may indude picnicking, camping, nature 
hewing, spelunking, and rock climbing. 

The Area of Potential Environmental Impact will be determined in consultation with the 
SEfPO; however, no formal action has been initiated at the present time. Because the 
preserve will not introduce activities ljkely to affect cunently unknown caltural 
resources, fidd surveys for potentially eligible resources are only required @or to 
actions that would result in soil disturbance. 

Reposed management guidelines and standards suggest individual tract management 
plans that take into consideration the requitements for the particular tract. In the course 
of recording the physical properties, including geology, soils, hydrology, and 
topography, potential arctraeological sites recorded by Texas Arcbelogical Research 
Laboratory should be identified. 
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Man-made features will also be inventoried in the process of developing the tract-specific 
management plans. The following inventory is as a survey rnechmisrn to determine 
possible cultural significance: 

All trails and roads @ o h  improved and unimproved) should be identified on 
cover maps and described in terms of current use, condition of road surface, 
right-of-way width, distance to the nearest target species sites, and locations of 
any associated watershed or plant community damage. 

All.buildings, mins, and foundations should be mapped and described in terms 
of present condition, age of structure, nature of surrounding vegetation 
(particulaLty with respect to presence of exotic plants), and presence and condition 
of wells and waste treatment devices (e.g., septic tanks). 

For utility easements, include the method of utility transmission and describe the 
easement right-of-way in terms of its width, presence of any maintenance roads, 
nature of right-of-way vegetation, and any evidence of associated environmental 
damage. 

All boundary and inte.mil fences should be described in terms of present 
condition and function; right-of-way width,.vegetation, and soil condition; and 
location with respecf to adjacent plant communities and nearest target species 
localities. 

Water body descriptions should include lake frontage, peremid streams, 
intennittent streams, springs, seeps, w&, artificial impoundments, and aaificial 
watering sites. They should also describe current use by livestock or people, 
accessibility by road or td, and presence of any nearby human structure. 

Archaeological sites should be identified with profiles, if available. 
C 

Access points should be d d e d  in terms of those that are readily known and 
on the ground and of their impacts on the tract. 

Other land uses and open areas should be identified. 

Unrecorded K i r i d  Resomes. Any man-made structure or object that is 50 
or older should be evaluated for its potential historic status. 

Landscape features should be evaluated for their historical integrity. Landscapes that 
were historically cultivated will have to be evaluated for their compatibility with the 
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required habitat revegetation plan. A conflict may arise conce,?ling the degree of 
cultivation required to maintain a homestead or other site in its historic context. 

As soon a s  possible &er the discovery of a resource, a plan should be developed for its 
proper maintenance and upkeep. 

Unrecorded An:heological Saes. These guidelines should address unrecorded sites that 
may be discovered during the term of the permit. Any activity consistent with the 
adopted management standards and guidelines that results in the discovery of a potential 
archaeological site wiU start the process that will follow the federal regulations perraining 
to an emergency discovery situation. Several agencies must be contacted in accordance 
with 36 CFR 800.11-the SHPO, the Advisory Council on ECtstoric Preservation, and the 
Texas Antiquities Committee. Consultation with an archeologist will be necessary for 
field surveying and evaluating the findings. The specrfic requirements and mitigation 
measures would then be determined in accordance with the review and comments 
prepared by the SHPO at the time of the emergency discovery. 

Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

&.entative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requirements, 
*porting requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located in the vicinity of the 
BCNWR, 'fhis acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may be located 
entirely witbin Travis County or, possibly, within parts of W m s o n  or Burnet counties 
(or both). If the permit acreage is entirely within Travis County, the Permit application 
would be revised to reflect 5,000 fewer acres available for incidental take. 

I 

Effeds on Recreational Resources 

Altesnative 3 will have the effect of transferring an additional 5,000 acres of private land 
to the preserve system proposed under Alternative 2, making this acreage accessible to 
the public for low impact uses for the first time. Tn this resgect, mxeationaf 
opportunities within Travis County will be expanded. 

Because the additional 5,000 acres are privately owned and W v e l y  remote from 
population centtexs, it is reasonably certain that these prapeaies do not presently includeude 
any recreational Wties. Therefore, transferring them into the preserve system w a  not 
impair any existing recreational uses. 
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Effects on C & w d  Resources 

Because the creation of a preserve sets aside the areas within it from development, none 
of the characteristics that define the historic status of the cuitural and archaeological 
resources located within the preserve are changed. This principle holds true for the 
additional 5,000 acres to be added to the preserve system under this alternative. 
Therefore, no negative eifects on these resources are anticipated, even though no field 
surveying speafically to locite such cultural resources is currently planned. 

b. Significance of Impacts 

Addition of 5,000 acres to the proposed preserve does not cause a net loss of recreational 
opportunities by either displacing recreational uses, degrading recreational vdues, or 
decreasing the overall, recreational. diversity within the pennit area; nor does this action 
create recreational uses within the preserve system that threaten or intexfere with the goal 
of long-tenn species and habitat preservation. Likewise, the integrity of any cultural 
resources is not threatened by the addition of 5,000 acres to the proposed preserve. 
Therefore, no adverse impacts have been identified with the implementation of this 
alternative. 

c. Mitigation 

The mitigation for impacts that wih resdt from the issuance of a Pensit for this 
alternative is a 35,428-acre preserve system. Because no active reaeational uses or 
identified cultural resources currently exist within the privately heid properties in the 
vicinity of the BCNWR from which the 5,000 acres will be selected, no mitigation is 
required for implementation of Alternative 3. 

F. Water Resources 

This Water Reso- section discusses the impacts to surface and groundwater that wdd 
result from implementation of the proposed action or its alternatives. The information 
contained in this section has been s e  h m  a water resources technical q r t  
prepared by Raymond Chan Associates of Austin, Texas in May, 1993. The repor' titled: 
Water Resources in Travis Counry A$eded by the BCCP is located at the City of Austin, 
Environmental & C o d o n  Services Dqartment, 206 E.. 9th Street, Au* ' k a ~  
78767-8844 and the USFWS, 10711 Burnet Road, Suite 200, Austin, Texas 78'758. 

Ass~mptions and Assessment Guidelines. An adverse water resources impact would be 
co~sidered significant if it were to result in one or more of the following: 
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Alter surface flows so as to adversely downstream properties; 

Cause substantial flocxiing , erosion, or siltation; 

Degrade surface water quaiity, thereby affwring downstream use@); 

Interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; or 

Degrade groundwater quality by the exceeding threshold criteria set forth in water 
quality protection standards. 

No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes no issuance of a Permit for the permit area. No take 
of listed species could occur without a developer successfully completing an individual 
section 7 consultation or Pennit. 

Existing watershed protection ordinances would remain in force under the No Action 
Alternative. These include provisions for controlling peak storinwater runoff, pollutant 
loadings, and dis&ance of natwal areas. Peak flows are controlled by requirements 
for retention facilities and impervious cover resbictions. Pollutant loadings are reduced 
by water quality ponds, buff& areas along waterways and critical envimnmental features, 
and permit requirements for wastewater discfiarges. 
,\, 

a. Sigtlificance of Impacts 

Development that occurs on land without species or habitat constraints, or with a Permit 
or section 7 consultation, must still comply with msting water q d t y  protection 
standards and ordinances. In particuiar, the rdinances dealing with critical 
environmentaL features prevent degadation of warn &ted with karst formations, 
which may contain federally-listed invertebrates, through the use of setbacks and feature 
boundary suweys. In general, watershed protection ordinances in Travis County &d the 
City of Austin are strict; if they are conscientiously enforced, development projects will 
not substantially degrade water quality or quantity. 

If fewer and larger projects are built due to financial considerations, they are more likely 
to operate under master plans that would indude regional stormwater controls. Regional 
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controls are less expensive to operate per unit of runoff md tend to be more effective in 
controlling increased flows and pollutant loadings. 

b. Mitigation 

Because Alternative 1 will not have significant water resource impacts, no mitigation 
measures will be required beyond conscientious enforcement of existing water quality and 
quantity standards and ordinances. As described in Chapter 3, Section F, existing 
watershed ordinances require new developments to implement structural. and nonstrucW 
controls for peak flows and pollutant loadings. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

a. Impacts 

Permit Area 

Afternative 2 is the proposed action for which the applicants seek approval by the 
USFWS of a Permit authorizing the incidental take of two endangered bird species and 
six endangered karst invertebrates located in Travis County. Incidental take inddes 
direct and indirect loss of endangered species and their habitat due to otherwise legally 
permitted land development. 

The activities associated with this land development include cl-g vegetation, grading 
and contouring s l o p ,  and constructing buildings and impervious cover. Althoughpeak 
discharges from such hture land development can be attenuated by detention ponds, 
increased ixnptxvious cover w i l l  decrease the amount of rain infLZtration and incxease 
stormFVater runoff volume and duration within affected waterskis. Increased impervious 
coverfesults from the gadbng and paving of building sites, addition of streets, p a w  
lots, sidewalks, and buildings that are characteristic of urban developments. 
Urba&ation effectively reduces the storage capacity of a watershed through the 
eiimination of porous sufhs, small ponds, and other areas that retain &. 
In response to this problem, watersfid protection ordinances require that certain drainage 
areas construct detention or retention ponds to control stonnwater runoff in developed 
areas. Detention basins are ccxigned to capture runoff, which is held and released at a 
rate at or below existing conditions, minimizing the potential for flooding or Channel 
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scouring. Where these ponds are required, no net incramse in flow peaks or velocities 
should occu in channelized seas; however, a longer sustained above-normal flow will 
result. 

The watershed ordinances include several provisions that connol stomwater volume. 
All developments generally must provide detention to attenuate peak discharges resuiting 
from the 2-year to the 100-year storms. The amount of impervious cover allowed is 
based on a percentage of the deveioped site area. the type of development, and its 
locarion. These ordinances may require establishment of detention or retention ponds, 
depending on the amount of impervious cover and the watershed land use designation. 
Developments located within water supply watersheds must prepare an environmental 
assessment that includes a description of stormwater management facilities. 

Watenhed protection ordinances somedmes require basins that are combinations of 
detention and water quality ponds. Water quality ponds capture and treat the "fist 
fiush* of stomwater runoff associated with the first half inch of runoff. Water quality 
ponds use sedimentation and/or filtration methods for the removal of pollutants from 
captured stormwater. Both types of ponds remove undissolved particles that may contain 
or be composed of contaminants. Filtration systems utilize filter media to trap suspended 
sediment particles. Settling basins are designed with an *wand4 cross-sectional flow 
area that produces reduced velocities, thereby enhancing settling of suspended particles. 
Fitration ponds, and to a greater extent retention/filtration ponds, have demonstrated the 
6ighest removal efficiencies for most pollutants fmm stormwater runoff in Austin area 
developments. Sedimentation ponds and wet ponds have exhibited reduced removal 
eEc=iencies (City of Austin 1990b). 

City of Austin watershed ordinances also include provisions for protection of critical 
environmental features, such as bluffs, springs, canyon rimrocks, karst formations, and 
wetlands. Development and wastewater irdgation areas must be set back miqirnum 
buffer distances (usually 150 feet) to avoid diRa communication of surface nmoff to 
such features. Vegetative cover must be retained in the buffer zone to the &urn 
extent practicable. No clearing, alteration, or development of any kind is permitted 
within 50 feet of a critical environmental feature, except hiking trails used for edudona l  
purposes, and no residential lot may encompass or be located within 50 feet of any 
exitid environmental feature. For developments located within water supply watersheds, 
the required environmental assessment must indude a description of did 
environmental features. No untreated runoff arising from development may flow ova  
aquifer recharge features, 
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The Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission (TNRCC) considers active 
geologic features, such as karst formations, when deciding whether to issue a pennit for 
wastewater disposal, waste piles, IandfilIs, surface storage impoundments, and hazardous 
waste storage; processing, disposal, or land treatment. The TNRCC does not issue a 
permit for a new faciiity or the substantial change of an existing facility unless it finds 
that the site, when evaluated in light of proposed design, construction, or operational 
features, minimizes possible contamination of surfacewater and ground water (Texas 
Administrative Code Sections 309.12, 335.204, and 335.205). The TNRCC Edward's 
Rules allow the state to permit development projects in recharge zones. 

The Regional Stormwater Management Program of TLVRCC provides for planning, 
design, and construction of drainage improvements to control increased stormwatex 
runoff on a regional basis. Financing is through fees paid by developers who participate 
in a shared-cost program that eliminates tfx need for on-site controls. Partkipation is 
limited to approved watersheds and projects that will not adversely aEect other properties 
due to increased runoff. Fees are based on the size of the development, proposed land 
use, and deveioprnent intensities. 

Preserve Area 

Implementation of the BCCP would provide for the long-term preservation of 
approximately 30,428 acres of habitat within the BCCP pennit area. This preswe 
system area includes 11 watersheds, comprised of 33 drainage areas; these areas are 

\ discussed briefly in Section F of Chapter 3 of this EIS and more extensively in the water 
resources tecMcal report. 

No development would be allowed in the preseme areas and strict management guidefines 
would be applied to maintain or improve the habitat of the endangered species. While 
some adverse impacts to water quality could occur due to management activities occuring 
on the preserve (such as prescribed burning), these impacts are expected to be short-term 
and not sigmficant. , 

Existing watershed protection ordinances will remain in force under the proposed action. 
They provide requirements for controlling increased stormwater runoff and pollutant 
loadings resulting from the new developments expected to occur outside preserve areas. 
These requirements generally incfude maintenance of buffer strips along waterways, 
limits on impemious cover, establishment of water quality ponds or retention 
slope protection, limits on pollutant loadings in wastewater discharges, and buffers or 
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setbacks around critical environmental features. In general, the less impervious cover, 
the less water pollution. There: :re, existing environmental ordinances appear to be 
adequate to minimize development impacts on warer resources. 

Implementation of the proposed action is not expected to produce a signifrant kcrease 
in surface runoff peak flows or degradation of water quality in the affected watersheds. 
Ln fact, due to the maintenance of a natural condition of the preserved areas, watersheds 
within or downstream from the BCCP preserve should benefit in terms of surface water 
runoff quality and quantity. Development directed outside the preserve area should tend 
to be more concentrated and therefore capable of using more regional methods of ~u.rfim 
runoff control, which are more cost-effective and require less maintenance. 

c. Mitigation 

Implementation of the BCCP preserve system will not adversely affect the water quality 
within the 30,428 acres because this area will be maintained in native vegetation rather 
than be developed. This will reduce siltation, water pollution, and water diversion that 
is normally associated with development activities. 

Development outside of the proposed preserves will continue in some areas without this 
action and that development may affect water quality in the ways identified above. The 
area outside of the proposed preserves that are currentli habitat will be allowed to 
develop as a result of this action. That area hcfudes less tban half of the lands west of 
MpPac in Travis County. All the developments in Tmvis County will be evaluated on 
a case by case basis with respect to meeting local, State, andfor Federal water quality 
standards. The god of those standards is to maintain a quality of surfacr= and gmund 
water acceptable for human contact. Project by project review, reduction of development 
area, the limited additional area that will be developed as a result of this action, and the 
goal of water quality regulations, indicate this action will not adversely affect the water 
quality of Travis County. a- 

Alternative 3: Regional Permit 

Permit Area 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 2 except for some management requireme% 
reporling requirements, and an additional 5,000 acres located in the vicinity of the 
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BCNWR. This acreage has not been concretely identified yet and may be located 
entirely within Travis County or possibly within parts of Williamson or Burnet counties 
(or both). If the permit acreage is entirely within Travis County, the permit application 
would be reviSed to reflect 5,000 fewer acres available for incidental take. The activities 
associated with tkis alternative (in a slightty reduced permit atea) will be the same as 
with Alternative 2 (clearing vegetation, grading and contouring slopes, and constructing 
buildings and impervious cover). All of the same water protection ordinances will apply 
under this alternative as well. Retention ponds to control stormwater runoff in developed 
areas will be required. The amount of impervious cover (allows increased runoff) will 
be limited &d sedimentation ponds or filtration methods wi l l  be required. 

Preserve Area 

To mitigate incidental take of an endangered species or its habitat that may result h r n  
land development, Alternative 3 proposes that an additional 5,000 acres located in the 
vicinity of the BCNWR will be added to the proposed 30,428-am preserve system, 
making a total of 35,428 acres. No development would be allowed in the additional 
5,000 acres of preserve areas and strict management guidelines would be applied to 
maintain or improve the habitat of the endangered species. While some adverse impacts 
to water quality could occur due to management activities occuring on the preserve (such 
as p k b e d  burning), these impacts are expected tb be short-term and not significant, 

b. Significance of Impacts 
'\ 

Since existing watershed protection ordinances are the same under this alternstive,. 
development impacts on water resources and critical enviromental features, such as karst 
formations would be expected to be the same as under Alkmative 2. In the permit area, 
potential water quality impacts will be reduced to below a level of signjficance under 
Alternative 3. In the preserve area, including the additional 5,000 acres in proximity to 
the BCNWR, no sigmficant impacts to water quality would be expectai because no . .. . 
development would be allowed. Impacts occuning as the result of managespent actmbs 
on the preserve would be short-term and not sigdicant. 

c. Mitigation 

Water quality impacts ftom this alternative will be less than that anticipated under 
Alternative 2 because this alternative proposes an additional 5,000 acres to be lnaiubheb 
in native vegetation. As described in Chapter 3, Section F, existing wafezSbed 
ordinances require new developments to implement s t rudud and nonstructural a m t ~ ~ l s  
for peak flows and pollutant loadings. 
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G .  Air Quality 

1. Alternative 1: No Action 

Continued growth and urban expansion in the Austin metropolitan area is likely to impact 
air quality. Future air quality impacts could occur as concentrations of vehicle and 
industry emissions increase (City of Austin 1991). Elevated leveb of CO, C@, and SOZ 
could be expected with increased traffic levels. 

a. Significance of Impacts 

With no regional plan in place increases in concentrations of vehicle and industry 
emissions could result in long-term degradation of air quality within Travis County. 

b. Mitigation 

Mitigation of impacts to air quality from the no action alternative would occur on a 
project-by-project basis. Such mitigation wi l l  reduce impacts to a levd below 
signrficance on an individual project basis. - 
'\. 

2. Alternative 2: Regional Permit 

a. Impacts 

Within t5e proposed preserve system, land is predominantly vacant and he i s  of, 
human activity are minimal. Acquisition of preserve lands will not result in a change 
of this ~..inimsl use status for those acreages. Allowable uses will be primariZy * 

recreational or scientific and will be carried out under strict guidelines. Localized 
short tenn effects m y  occur as a result of preserve management activities if WIs 
such as prescdbed burning are used. These activities would be minor in terms of air 
quality degradation because they have very short duration and wind can be used to 
carry smoke away from sensitive areas. 

If the USFWS grants the requested Permit, development will be allowed to proceed 
outside preserve boundaries without furthm @ts from the USFWS for the subjert 



- species. The result may be to direct development into undeveloped areas outside the 
preserve; however, zpproving a preserve system does not cause or induce such 
development to occur. Market forces wiil determine the location, type, and density of 
new development in Travis County. Therefore, air quality impacts associated with 
such development, if any, are not a direct effect of the proposed action. AU such air 
quality impacts wiil comply with statdfederal regulations. 

b. Mitigation 

Specific management strategies wiIl be addressed in individual land use plans prepared 
for units of the preserve system. Opportunities to avoid impacts will be included, as 
will opportunities for mitigation of unavoidable impacts. 

c. Significance of Impacts 

Because air quality impacts occurring as a result of the issuance of a regional permit 
would be &boa-term and/or minor, impacts are not expected to be significant. 

3. Alternative 3: Regional Pennit 

Impacts to air quality resulting from the additional acreage consistent with Alternative 
3 is not expected to differ significantly h m  those discussed in Altesnative 2. 

H. Comparison of Impacts by Alternatives 
Table S-1 (Summary of Impacts and Mitigation of Alternatives, Executive Su-) 
presents an overall comparison of the impacts of M v e s  1,2, and 3 on the affected 
environment. Overall, Alternative 1 would ouse some impacts tfiat auld not be 
mitigated bdow a lev& of significance; however, both Alternatives 2 and- 3 have 
su£iicht mitigation measures to reduce impacts below a kvd of sigdcaie, As in the 
preceding discussion, affected environment is divided into six categ- biohgicd 
resources, social factors, economic elements, land use, mxeatbn, and water reso-. 
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Biological Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative, dett:Lmina~:n of incidental tdke is possilole only 
through tracking the cumulative silm of' species and habitat losses resulting from 
independently approved projects over the next 30 years. The criteria for USFWS 
evaluation or" these projects exist under sections 7 and 10(a)(l)(B) of the ESA, which do 
not require coordination of mitigation resulting from approved projects or set a 
quantifiable limit on incidend take for an entire area prior to implementation of all 
future projects. Under Alternatives 2 and 3, incidental take can be quantified based on 
known or anticipated habitat losses outside the established preserve boundaries. 
Descriptions of the incidental take for the listed species and species of concern, are 
provided in this chapter and in Table S-L. In every instance, under Alternatives 2 and 
3, the irnpacl can be mitigated to a levei below signrficance; however, under Alternative 
1, impacts would be reduced to a level below sigruficance only on a project-by-project 
basis. 

The No Action Alternative may resuit in adverse imp- 3s for population growth, housing, 
and public hfhstructure in Txavis County be'cause or ESA requirements. In contrast, 
bpth Alternatives 2 and 3 avoid such consequences by mating a sizable preserve system 
as' mitigation for uKestricted development in their respective permit areas, Therefore, 
positive impacts on pouulation growth, housing, and public infrastructure are projected 
under either of these aiternatives. 

3. Economic 

Under the No Action Altemafive, Travis County may l%c.e advase im& in 
employment and property v;lluation/tax revenues because of ESA reqluiremeats. In 
contrast, both Alternatives 2 and 3 wouid lead to in& employment and pmperty 
valuationltax revenues. Both Altentatives 2 and 3 avoid the adverse consequrtnce~ of the 
No Action Alkmafive by creating a sizable presenre system, which serves as mitigation 
under a Pennit that authorizes development without restrictions in the respective permit 
areas. 
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Under all of the alternatives considered, no sigruficant Land use impacts would occur. 
For areas subject to developmex, even though such areas vary under the different 
alternatives, implementation of existing land use regulations and zdministrative 
procedures would ensure that such development occurred consistently with plans and 
policies. Acquisition of areas within the proposed preserves (Alternatives 2 and 3) has 
no significance because preserve units would be acquired from existing open space and 
would remain in that status duing the 30-year tenn of the proposed Permit. Under "no 
action, " substantially more infrastructure corridors would occur. 

Recreation 

The No Action Alternative poses some potential for losses of recreational upportunities 
because individual permit seehers may be unable to shoulder the greater financial burden 
caused by the lack of a regional Permit. Cdtural resources on private property may be 
lost due to development, and the potential for habitat fragmentation resulting from 
development is increased. On the other hand, Alternatives 2 and 3 would avoid all of 
these adverse impacts. 

6. Water Resources 

Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, no signdicant water resources impacts would occur. 
For areas subject to urbanization, implementation of existing watershed protection 
ordinances would ensure that such developmeat occuned consistently with stormwater 
contro1 and surface and groundwater quality regulations. Areas within the proposed 
preserves (Alternatives 2 and 3) would have little or no deveiopment during the 30- 
year tam of the proposed Pexmit. 

- 

I. Cumulative Effects 
NEPA regulations define cumulative effects as ". .. . the impact on the environment 
which n ~ d t s  from the incremental impact of the action when added to otherpast, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal 
or nonfedd)  or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can 
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result from individually minor, but collectiveiy significant actions taking place over a 
period of time" (40 CFR 1508.7). 

By analyzing the effets of the issuance or̂  the proposed BCCP P e A d t  with the past 
and present county projecrs that have ar'feccmi listed v i e s  habitat within the permit 
area and the reasonably foreseeable projecrs requirini either a secrion 7 consultation 
or a Permit, the cumulative effect of all these projects can be projected. Section 1 
below lists the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects within the proposed 
pennit m, and Section 2 analyzes the cumulative effect of these projects and the 
proposed issuance of the BCCP permit. 

Cumulative Projects 

As noted in the Land Use, Social, and Economic sections of this ETS, the populations 
of Austin and Travis County have increased by 35 percent since 1980. With this 
population increase is an attendant loss of undeveloped lands with habitat for alt of the 
species of concern in the proposed Permit. 

Gau and Jarrett (1992) completed a study entitled "Economic Impact Study of the 
Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan." This study indicates that from 11,544 to 
31,550 acres of laod with habitat wiU be devdoped over the next 20 years. On the 
other hand, by comparing the 1985 and 1990 existing Land use maps for the City of 
~i~s~;irstin planning area, westem Travis County experienced approximately 2,560 a- 
of built development over that five-year perid. At an average of 512 acres per year, 
approximately 15,360 acres will be developed in western Travis County over the next 
30 years (Table 27). The disparity between these numbers shows the difficulty in 
predicting future growth in Tmvis County. Moreover, it is important to point out that 
these acreages do not predict the extent of habitat loss associated with development. 
We do know, however, that development in Travis County has occurred p-y in 
the western and northeastem portions of Austin's ETI (City of Austin 1989, 199'Oa, 
1991b, 1992a, 1993b). 

The purpose of this section is to consider the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects, authorized or uuder review, that are considered to contribute lo the 
cumulative loss of @es of concern habitat within and adjacent to Travis County. 
This section is divided into three parts: 



TABLE 27 
CHANGES IN WESTERN TRAVLS COUNTY DEVELOPMENT 

198511990 

-- - -  

Sector Total Developed PA Total Deveioped Developed 
Number Area Vacant Area Number Area Vacant Atea 1985-1990 

2 4,540 508 4,031 2 5,3 15 427 4,889 

26 76,246 71,478 4,769 
TOTAL 247,612 184.408 63,204 382,966 317,201 65,764 2,560 
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Past and present projeca that affect the habitats of the species of concern; 

(2) Reasonably foreseeable projecrs, authorized or under review, that comply with 
the USFWS'~ formal consuitation process under section 7 of the ESA; and 

(3) Reasonably foresesble projects, zuthorized or under review, that comply with 
the USFWS's hauitar conservarion pian process under section lO(a)(l)(B) of 
the ESA. 

The black-capped vireo was listed as endangered by the USFWS in October of 1987, 
five species of karstdwelling invertebrates in September of 1988, and the golden- 
cheeked warbler in May of 1990 (emergency listing). Subsequently, one of the karst 
species was divided into two subspecies, for a total of six endangered karst 
invertebrates. Several land development and public improvement projects in the 
Austin area were sigruficantly affected by these Listings. They were required to obtain 
permits under the Endangered Species Act. 

a. Past and Present Projects Requiring Section 7 Consultation 

Section 7 of the ESA provides regulatory mechanisms for acrions affecting federally- 
listed species on public and private lands, respectively. Section 7(a)(l) directs federal 
agencies to use their authorities to carry out progtams for the conservation of endangered 
and threatened species. Through the section 7(a)(2) process, afl federal agencies are 
rcequired to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or wry out in the United States 
is not fikely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species [50 CFR 
402.01(a)]. 

Since the listing of the blackcapped vireo in October 1987, the USEWS has reviewed 
m y  proposals for activities that could adverseiy affect the listed species. In response 
to this listing, the U S m ,  other f e d d  agencies, and state wildlife agencies have 
developed and imp1emented measures to minimize harm and mortality to BCCP:listed -. 
species resulting from project activities. These measures incrude provisions for avoiding 
impacts to listed species found in project areas, tand acquisition and protection as 
compensation for destruction of listed species'habitat, increased law enforcement, 
improved management, public education, and mearch. Table 28 lists past section 7 
consultations in the pmposed BCCP permit area The table indudes the size: of the 
project (acreage), the affected species, and the required mitigation- 
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TABLE 28 
SECTION 7 CONSULTATIONS IN THE BCCP PERMIT AREA 

July, 1995 

Development Name Applicant Acres S p i e s  Date Inifiated Stntus 

Jester Point 2 (I) Jester Estates 

RM 2222 (Loop 360 to 0.2 mile Texas Dept. of Transportation 
west of Jester Boulevard) 

3M Austin Center 3M Austin Center 

RM 620 (Debba Lane to Texas Dept. of Transportation 
RM 2222) 

Jester Point 2 (TI) Jester Estates 

River Place Sierm Development 

Westview Westview Development 

Whitestone Development FAMCO Services, Inc. 

Canyon Creek FAMCO Services, Inc. 

1 

, I 

warbler, cave 
invertebrates 

warbler 

warbler 

warbler, vireo, 
cave invertebrates 

warbler, cave 
invertebrates 

warbler, vireo 

warbler 

warbler, vireo 

warbler, cave 
invertebrates 
Jollyville salamander 
potential vireo 

June 1990 

June 1990 

July 1990 

March 1991 

August 1991 

September 1992 

Febnrary 1993 

March 1993 

March 1993 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Conydetwl 

Comptztui 

Cornpletad 
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b. Past and Present Projects Requiring Section 10(a)(l)(B) Permits 

Section lO(a)(l)(B) of the ESA gives the USFWS the authority to issue permits to 
nonfederal and private entities for the take (defined in section 9 of the ESA) of listed 
species, as long as such W g  is incidental to and not the purpose of carrying out 
otherwise lawful acrivities (16 U.S.C. 1539). A Permit is granted only if the appiicant 
institutes appropsiate conservation measures for habitat maintenance, enhancement, and 
protection coincident with the action. Table 29 Lists all of the pending Pe.mit 
applications in the proposed BCCP permit area. The table includes the size of the project 
(acreage), the affected species, and the proposed mitigation. 

c. Other Anticipated Section 7 Consultations and Section 
10(a) (1) (B) Permit Applications 

As one of the fastest-growing areas in the country, the City of Austin and Travis County 
continue to accept building pennit applications. If these development projects include 
lands that contain endangered species habitat, they will qu i re  either section 7 
consultations or Permits to p r o d .  Table 30 lists a i I  of the anticipated section 7 
consultations and Permit applications in the pennit area as of July I, 1995. 

d. Other Projects in the Pennit Area 

Balcones Canyonlands Ndond WiIdZife ~efirge. An action that positiveiy affects species 
sf concern habitat within Travis County is the USFWS acquisition of land for a 41,000. 
a&e national wildlife refuge in Travis and Bumet counties, called the M a n e s  
Canyonlands Nationat WildIife Refuge. This refuge is a key element of the species 
recovery plans for the black-capped vireo and the golden-chef:M warbler. 
Approximately 65 to 70 percent of this refuge will lie within the BCCP permit area; 
however, it will not figure directly into the allowable take under the BCCI? Permit. 
Funding is being secured from. the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund, bdding 
on extensive cooperation from BCCP participating jurisdictions, elected ofhciais, andthe - 
Texas Nature Conservancy. 

2. Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed action is to issue a Pennit for incidental take of e n d a n g d  species within 
Travis County for a 30-year wad, Incidental tab indudes direct and indirect loss of ' 
endangered species and their habitat due to otherwise legally permitted land develqpment, 
Mitigation for the potential take of species or their habitat includes the establishment of 
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TABLE 29 
SECTION 10(a) APPLICATIONS IN THE BCCP PERMIT AREA 

July, 1995 

Development Name Applicant Acres Species .Date Suhmitted Status 

LakeLine Mall H. Co., Simon LakeLine 116 
Mall Partnership 

Canyon Ridge Beard Family Trust 198 

Davenport Ranch Davenport Ltd. 70 

Davenport Ranch Davenport Ltd. 140 

Spicewood at Bull Creek Richland Bull Creek Assoc. 182 

Great Hills Reserve Crown Oaks, Inc. 290 

Lake Pointe Southwest Travirr 
County, Ltd. 

Overlook at Cat Mountain Overlook, Inc. 

Barton Creek Propertie6 Barton Crock Community 1,750 

Canyon Ridge Phase A Sect. 3 Beard Family Trust 24 

Wallace Tract I-lighway 71 Properties 74 

I rJestminster Glen 120 

! Hilltow ' ' Coleman-Prewitt Investmeats - 51 
Hilltown, Inc. 

cave invertebrates 

warbler, mock-orange 

vireo 

warbler 

warbler 

warbler 

warbler 

warbler 

warbler, vireo 

warbler 

warbler, vireo, 
cave invertebrates 

warbler 

warbler 

November 1991 

October I992 

February 1993 

Fchn~ury 1993 

March 1993 

May 1993 

May 1993 

August 1993 

September 1993 

September 1993 

September 1993 

September 1993 

May 1993 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

Pending 

Completul 

Pending 

Completed 

Pending 

Completd 

Coinpletd 

Penlling 

Completd 

Pending 

Cedar Park Waterline City of M a r  Park 3.4 miles warbler November 1993 Completed 

Treetop J.P.1 Texas Dev., Inc. 66 warbler March 1994 Completed 



TABLE 30 
0TB;ER SECTION 7 CONSULTATIONS AND 

SECTION 10(a) APPLZCATXONS IN THE BCCP PERMKT AREA 
JULY 1, 1995 

- - -- - -- - -- 

Development Name/Applicant Description 

D.C. Reed Estate Considering Section 10(a) 

Four Points Development Considering Section 10(a) 

Continuum Park Considering Section 10(a) 

Vista Pointe Section lO(a) in preparation 
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a habitat preserve system of at least 30,428 acres in western Travis County. The effect 
of the proposed permit action would be to remove the ESA resmctions on land 
development outside the preserve boundaries and to ensure long-term presemation of the 
acreage wi tbh  the boundaries. The direct and indirect environmental impacts of the 
issuance of the permit and the esrabiishment of a preserie system are considered under 
the resource-specific discussions of "Environmental Consequences" in the preceding 
sections of this chapter. 

The development of private projects could generate the need for various new regional 
public works projects, such as roads and transportation facilities, public utilities, and 
water facilities. Together, these private and public projects could contribute to 
incremental increases in the general. levei of uhanht ion  in portions of Travis County 
outside the BCCP preserve boundaries. On the basis of these considerations, the TJSEWS 
anticipates that issuance of the proposed Permit, together with orhex reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the region, could have a cumulative impact on the species of 
concern in t m s  of decreasing and further fragmenting their habitats. 

a. Biological Resources 

The USFWS has examined the potential cumulative biological impacts of the proposed 
action on the species of concern and has concluded that occupied habitat in Travis County 
would be lost to natural causes and deveiopment, with or without the proposed Pennit. 
However, the consensus is that acquiring at least 30,428 acres of habitat for a preserve 
system will benefit the species of concern. The acquisition and management of habM 
adjacent to the Bdwnes Canyonlands National. WidEfe Refuge wil l  enhance the 
probability of the continued existence of the species of'concenn. The USFWS will  
continue to evaluate proposed projects for regional cumulative impacl in conjunction 
with the BCCP and proposed Permit. 

Following is a discussion of the potentid cumulative impacts of the propcrsed a d o n  on 
each of the endangered species induded in the Permit. - 

The No Action Alternative poses potentially severe a d v m  long-term impacts on the 
viability of the black-capped vireo species and the supporting ecosystems in the area. 
Those lands that would be preserved as a result of success individual P d  actions 
would W y  be relatively isolated from each other, thereby reducing their habitat value 
as a result of habitat fragmentation. Comprehensive species management programs, such 
as cowbird management and systematic monitoring of species populations, would not be 



undertaken. In addition, a network of fragmented preserve lands that is not 
comprehensively designed or managed to function as a system would reduce the 
likefihwd that the species of concern would survive in the local area. 

Not including the BCNWR lands, either Alternative 2 or 3 wil l  protect approximately 50 
percent of the occupied black-capped vireo habitat in Travis Counry. Each alternative 
proposes to manage additional acres of potential vireo habitat for the vireo with the 
intention of increasing the vireo population in the county during the life of the permit. 
This preserve system provides a regional guarantee that the proposed pennit and BCCP 
wi l l  not endangerthe black-capped vireo in Travis County and that the cumulative effects 
on the vireo will be less severe with the proposed Permit than without. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the rate of decline of the golden-cfieeked warbler is 
difficult to predict given uncertainties regarding enforcement of the ESA as well as the 
unsuitability of a signdieant portion of the warbler habitat for development (due to WPZ 
restrictions and topography). Ongoing reliance on individual Permits will do little to 
stem the primary agents that are responsible for the warbler's decline; thus, the 
downward trend of the population is expected to continue. Cumulative negative impacts 
to the w&la under this alternative are considered sign.i6cant. 

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 a u l d  allow loss of up to 71 percent of potential golden- 
cheeked warbler habitat in the permit area. Alternative 3 proposes to protect up to 5,000 
acres more than Alternative 2. The additional acreage would be located ntsar the 
BCNWR, a me block of warbler habitat. This preserve system provides a regional. 
guarantee that the proposed pennit and BCCP will not endanger the golden-cheeked 
warbler in Travis County and that the cumulative eEects on the warbler will be less 
severe with the prnposed Permit than without. 

a. 

Karst Invertebrates - 
Under the No Action Altesnative, the loss of karst species and karst habitat is difficult 
to predict given u n e t i e s  regarding enforcement of the ESA and uncertainties on 
where and when development would occur. Ongoing reliane on individual section 7 
consultations or Permits will do littie to stem the primary threats to the endangered 
arthropods of Travis County. Signiscant adverse cumulative impacts to karst habitat and 
species couid occur under the No Action Alternative due to Nling in or c o l l a p  of 
caves, alteration of drainage patterns, alteration of surface plant and animal communities, 
and increased contamination and human visitation. 
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Both Alternatives 2 and 3 will protect all but four of the caves in the BCCP preserve area 
known to harbor tk six endangered a v e  inverrebrates. An additional 27 karst features 
would be protected for the karst p i e s  of concern. T;?e cumulative effect of either 
action will be to provide a much greater degree of protec~on than is currently provided 
under the No Action Alternative. 

Bracted Twistflower 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in the possible loss of five of the nine known 
populations of bracted twisrflower in the permit area. Without stronger protective 
measures, this would have the cumulative eft& of putting the local population in serious 
peril, especially given the cment destruction of two of those populations by development 
activities. 

Canyon Mock-orange 

Under the No Action Alternative, possibly 80 pexcent of the known populations in the 
county codd be cumulatively lost. This could lead to its extinction locally. This 
assessment is tempered with the acknowledgment that the remaining populations may be 
protected from development to some degree by watershed prokction ordinances or 
inaccessible topography. Neither of these conditions is by any means guaranteed and 
could easily change on short notice. This alternative could lead to a significant adverse 
cumulative impact. 

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 will protect all of the known populations of canyon mock- 
orange in the pennit area and ensure that the issuance of a Permit will not endanger this 
plant in Tnvk County. 

Other Species o f  Concern 

Altesnative 1 auld have adverse cumulative impacts to other karst qw5q of cancan 
Albmatives 2 and 3 could not result in cum.ulative impacts to any of the-other spedes 
of concern discussed in Chapter 4, Section A of this EIS. 

If these three species are included in this action, the cumulative impacts on the three 
Eurycea salamanders will be addressed in accordance with the appropriate recom- 
mendations of the aquatic advisory team. 
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b. Social Resources 

Creation of the proposed preserve will direct development away from the presezve into 
areas outside irs boundaries, with a positive potential cumulative social impact on 
popularion growth, housing, and public infrastructure. 

Without a preserve, Travis County may experience reductions in population growth, 
housing, and public infrastructure because of increased costs of ESA compliance. 

c. Economic Resources 

The No Action Alternative could result in constraints upon economic growth witbin 
Travis County due to the increased costs of complying with the ESA. During 20 to 30 
years, the cumulative effect of economic costs could also be significant. 

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would have a positive affect on the economic resources of 
Travis County. 

d. Land Use 

Under any of the alternatives, development will be subject to existing local Land use and 
development regulations; however, there will be fewex i;rfrastructun: corridors under 
Alternative 2 or 3. The cumulative effects' on land use wi l l  be greater without the 
pn>posed Permit as proposed under ALternative 2 or 3. 

e. Recreation Resources 

Cumulative impacts to recreational facilities in the tegion will be positively Safferted by 
the proposed action; the proposed preserve maintains existing activities in parks 
incorporated into it and provides additional acreage for specified types of public 
recreation. No adverse impacts to known cultural resources will result* from 
implementing either Alternative 2 or 3. 

f. Water Quality 

Existing state water quality and quantity protection laws will remain in force within 
Travis County under any of the alternatives. They provide stringent requirements for 
controlling water uses, miteria, and pollutant loadings resulting from new develapments. 
Cumulatively, the effect of either Alternative 2 or 3, in conjunction with foreseeable 
regional project., should be to maintain wa& quality standards and water quantity 1 e ~ e h  
as required by law. 



Eecause continuation of growth is expected in the Austin Metropoiitan area. air 
quality would he expx*zd to degrade regardless of the decision made regading the 
issuance of a regional permit under the ESA. Should a permit be issued that involves 
the protection of large tracts of land from development, air quality wouid be less 
likely to be degraded in those areas over h e  long term. 

J. Adverse and Irreversible Environmental 
Changes 

The proposed action is the issuance of a permit under section 10(a)(l)(B) of the ESA 
to allow the incidental taking of eight endangered species. Under the proposed 
P e d t ,  land outside the proposed BCCP preserve boundaries will be open to 
deveiopment without ETA restrictions on incidental take of the blackcapped vireo, 
the golden-cheeked warbler, and six karstdwelling invertebrates. The Permit and 
BCCP preserve will also make prelisting provisions for species of concern. 

Issuance of the permit by the USFWS will, cause adverse and ineversible 
environmental changes to the M i t a t  of the species for which the incidental take 
permit is issued. Because the BCCP provides o v d  mitigation by estab-g a 
preserve system, the habitat losses outside preseme boundaries will not be further 
mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Once converted to a development use, 
existing habitat will no longer function as natural habitat for these species. In some 
cases, direct loss of Wed species will occur. Under the proposed Permit, land 
development during the 30-year term of tfie permit may irrevocably convert to a 
development use: up to 55 percent of Travis County's known black- vireo 
habitat; 71 percent of potential goiden-cheeked warbler h a b i w  and 84.5 percent of 
potential karst invertebrate habitat. Sigdicant loss of habitat is estimatecisfor the 
bracted twistflower. - 
The amount of taking and habitat loss due to the proposed action would be largely 
ineversible. However, as a result of the manner in which the pmposed preserve 
system is designed, the species of concern habitat occuning outside the preserve areas 
tends to be more isolated and in smaller patches than that within the p-a. Thus, 
these changes to endangered species habitat will not threaten the continued existence 
of any of the listed or other species of concern. 
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Chapter Five 
V. Relationship etween 

Short-term Uses of the Human 
nvironment and the 

Maintenance and Enhancement 
omg-term Productivity 

The proposed BCCP and Permit are an attempt to baIance short-term development of 
a portion of Tmis County's human environment with creation of a relatively long- 
term (30-year) natural preserve. Under this proposal, development projects that 
would harm an endangered species could proceed under the BCCP's Permit, instead 
of being required to complete a separate section 7 consultation or Permit application. 
At the same time, the BCCP provides for the acquisition within 20 years of a 
minimum of 30,428 acres of potentially developable acres in Travis County, primarily 
for habitat and species preservation. . 

\ Because eight species inhabiting Travis County are Listed as endangad under the 
Endangered Species Act, the USFWS must consider the level of protection afforded 
these species when evaluating the BCCP application for a Pennit. Development that 
would occur during the 30-year permit tam would efiminate up to 55 percent of the 
occupied and 70 percent of the potential black-capped vireo habitat, 71 percent of the 
potential goldencheeked warbler habitat, and four known locations of karst 
invertebrates in Travis County. E3mmm1 . . 'on of endangered species habitat in 
conjunction with short-tenn development may adversely affect the long-term - viability 
of those species. 

The BAT conducted long-term viability analyses for. the endangered species in the 
BCCP preserve area. They concluded that a viable black-opped vireo 
metapopulation requires at least 500 to 1,000 breeding pairs; only 28 to 59 pairs were 
observed in the BCCP area during the years 1989-1992. However, the proposed 
preserve will protect an e s h a k d  8,219 acres of potential vireo habitat, which would 
be managed (e.g., cowbird trapping) to benefit suff ic ient habitat to support a. 
substantiaily increased number of vireos. 
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Tine BAT'S analysis for golden-cheeked warblers also set the size of a viable 
metzpopulation at 500 to 1,000 breeding pairs. Based on estimates, approximately 
330 to 660 warbler pairs h a b i t  about 5,500 acres of ideztiiied warbler habitat. 
Although the estimated 11,086 acres of w d l e r  habitat p h e d  for the BCCP 
preserve are substantially fragmented, the BCCP strategy is to focus on acquisition of 
larger blocks of habitat. The BAT concluded that it had identified enough habitat to 
support two viable warbler populations around the Bull Creek watershed and the south 
Post Oak Ridge area. (See also Appendix A for a detailed discussion of golden- 
cheeked warbler population viability.) 

Long-term effects of the loss of one known location of karst invertebrates are dficult  
to assess. Of 39 karst invertebrate sites that have been located, the take of Beex 
Bottle Cave, West Rim Cave, Millipede Cave, and Puzzie Pits Cave have been 
determined to be acceptable ucder the ESA. The BAT noted that many unknown and 
undescribed karst invertebrate species probably exist in Tnvis County; however, untd 
more data are available, the BAT has recommended preservation of sites known to 
harbor some of the six karst invertebrates cunentiy Listed as endangered. 

Beyond endangered species concerns, establishment of a permanent, bio1ogically 
sound preserve serves the interests of a variety of other sensitive plant and a d  
species, such as the canyon mock-orange and texabama &ton. (See discussion of 
"Other Species of Concern" in Chapter 3.A.4 for a description of other sensitive 

,piant and animal species in the proposed presesve area.) It is possible that several of 
these species may be designated as endangered or threatened in the future. A key 
W r  in any subsequent species listing would be keatened loss of habitat. The 
esmblisbment of permanent BCCP preserves may avert such a listing by providing the 
permanent habitat necessary for species viability. 

Implementation of the BCCP sets in motion several processes that potentially enhance 
the environment over the long tenn. Witfaout the BCCP, the probability that 
contiguous, highquatity babitat wouid be systematically preserved is low. Pubfitly 
owned h d s  and mitigation lands required from developers would probably become 
the basis for habitat and species preservation in Travis County. These areas would be 
acquired opportunistically, without a master plan, and muld easily be too fragmented 
to provide sufficient highquality habitat for long-tenn species protection. With the 
BCCP in p h ,  preserve can be dected and acquired with species protection as 
the primary objective, which wouid greatly enhance the probability of preserving 
species for the long term. 
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A significant feature of the BCCP, which would otherwise be lacking for habitat 
acquisition, is a comprehensive funding pro_eram. The BCCP provides that impact 
fees, taxes, and assessments. in conjunction with bona issuance, would provide the 
funancia1 resources necessary to acquire private holdings and p r o k t  them from 
deveiopment pxessures. Furthermore, having an identiced funding program allows 
the BCCP to acquire targeted habitat within 20 years. 

Once acquired, BCCP preserve Iands would be subjecr to continuing biologid 
analysis and management intended to enhance long-term species viability and habitat 
conservation. 

In the short tam, the issuance of a Permit removes an obstacle from development 
(habitat loss) occurring in portions of Travis County. Eowever, negative effects of 
allowing development in a defined area are more than balanced with the long-term 
positive effects of estabiishing and maintaining a large, mainly contiguous preserve of 
highquality habitat for the fedarafly-listed endangered species. 
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Chapter 
. Coordination and Consultation 

This chapter is divided into three sections. According to Section 1501.7 of the CEQ 
guidelines, Section A summarizes the public involveme~t in determining the scope of 
issues addressed in this US, and Section B lists the fede,rzl, state, and local agencies and 
the other interested persons who participated in the process and to whom copies of the 
EIS have been sent, Section C lists agencies, organizations, and persons with whom the 
USFWS consulted during the preparation of the EIS. 

A. Public Involvement 

Public involvement is descxibd in detail in Chapter 1. It has been a continuing element 
of UCCP preparation, beginning in 1988 with the selection of the Executive Committee, 
whose membership reflected a concerted effort to bring representatives of affected 
interests to the table. Agendas and newsletters describing the Executive Committee's 
work were r e m y  distributed to hundreds of interested parties. Several workshops 
were held to s o k t  direct input from governmental leaders in the region as wd. 

\ 

In Aug~st 1990, the NEPA public scoping process to identrfy issues for the draft EfS for 
the BCCP began. From three public scoping meetings, two issues emerged as being of 
greatest concern-preserre design and equitable funding of the BCCP. In addition, the 
Executive Committee heard public comments at 11 of its meetings in 1990 and 1991. 
Two issues dominated-financing the BCCP and maaging the cumulative impacts of 
actions taken in the in- before issuance of'a Permit with actions ailowed after 
issuance of the proposed pennit. Aftex anaiyzing legal and legislative is=, biologiOil 
resources, landowner concerns, and economic impacts, the Executive Co- 

- prepared a final draft of the BCCl? in 1992. 
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- B. Distribution List 

Copies of the final EIS have been placed in the following locations for  public use: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1071 1 Bunet Road, Suite 200 
Austin, TX 78758 

Travis County 
Stokes Building 
Law Library, 4th -Floor 
314 W. llm Stceet 
Austin, TX 78701 

Travis County, Precinct 2 
4501 RR 620N 
Austin, TX 78732 

Travis County, Precinct 3 
14624 Hamilton Pool Road 
Austin, TX 78738 

City of Austin Municipal Building 
124 W. 8" Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

kity of Austin 
Environmental & Conservation Services Department 
206 E. grn Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

City of Austin, Annex Building 
Environmental & Consenation Services Department . 

301 W. 2"' Street 
Austin, TX 78701 

City of Austin 
Electric Utility Department 
721 Barton Springs Road 
Austin, TX 78704 
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- Copies of the final EL5 have been distributed to the following federal, state, and 
load agencies: 

City of Austin 
Water and Wastewater Department 
Public Works & Transportation Department 
Planning & Deveiopment Department 

University of Texas, Austin, 
Lower Colorado River Authority, Austin, TX @.kk Rose, Executive Director) 
Texas Department of Agriculture 
Texas Department of Transportation 

Environmental Studies 
Texas General Land Office 
Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Resource Protection 
Texas Water Development Board 
Federal Aviation Administration, Fort Worth, TX 
Federal Communications Commission, Washington, D. C. 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Office of Environmental Affairs, Wash., 
D.C. 
Federal Eighway Administration, Austin, TX 
National. Park Sexvice, Santa Fe, NM 
U.S. Axmy Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth, TX 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Austin. TX 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

\, 
Rural Electrification Administration, Washington, D, C. 
Natural Resources Consemation Service, Temple, TX 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Region N, San htonio, TX 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6, Dallas, TS 
U.S. Farmers Home Administration, Temple, TX 
U.S. Geological Survey, Austin, TX 

Copies of the final EX3 have been provided to the members of B C m  c o m m W f s  
(not included on any other list): , 

Strasburger & Price, Axmbrust & Brown (David Armbrust) 
Austin Siena Club (Steve Beers) 
Robert R Brandes, Austin, TX 
Bull. Creek Foundation (Judy Jennings) 
William Bunch, Austin, TX 

Attorney at Law 
Capital Area Builders Association (Robest Carnes) 
DBCS, Inc., Austin, TX (Don Bosse) 
Fulbxght and Jaworski (Alan Glen) 
GSD&M, Austin, TX (Stere Gurasich) 
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- 
Minter, Joseph & Thornhill, Austin, TX (John Joseph) 
Lonnie Moore, Austin. TX 
National Auaubon Society, Austin, 'IX 
Commissioner Garry-Mauro, Texas General Land Office (Bob Eengley) 
SWCA Environmentd Consultants, Austin TX (Stevz Padson) 
The Nature Conservancy of Texas, Austin, TX 
Travis Audubon Society, Austin, TX (John Kelly) 
Lower Colorado River Authority (Pat Oles) 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission 

Copies of the f i i  EXS have been sent to the following State and Federal 
congressional offices: 
State Senator Gonzalo Barrientos, Austin, TX 
State Senator Jeff Wentworth, San Antonio, TX 
Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson, Austin, TX 
Senator Phil Gramm, Dallas, TX 
Congressman Lloyd Doggett, Austin, TX 
Congressman Greg Laughlin, Round Rock, TX 
Representative E%o# Naishtatt, Austin, TX 
Representative Shexi Greenberg, Austin, TX 
Representative Dawna Dukes, Austin, TX 
Representative Glen Maxey, Austin, TX 

Copies of the f d  ETS have been sent to the following organizations: 

C.A.R.E., Austin, TX 
m y ,  Huston & Associates, Inc. 
Lumberman's Association of Texas (Barbara Douglas) 
National Widlife Federation 
Travis County Taxpayers Coalition (John W. Lewis) 
Austin Board of Reattors 
Austin Neigfiborfioods Council 
Barton SpringsfEdwards Aquifer Conservation District, Austin, TX 
Qean Water Action, Austin, TX 

a 

CODA, Austin, TX 
Eaah Fit!, Austin, TX (Robert Singleton) .. 
Environmental Comection: Austin 
Friends of the Parks, Austin, TX 
The Real Estate Council of Austin, Inc. (Amy McElhenney) 
Greater Austin Chamber of Commexce 
Greenpeace, Austin, TX 
EWI Country Foundation, Austin, TX 
Lone Star Siena Club, Austin, TX 
National Environmental Law Center, Austin, TX 
National Wildflower Research Center, Austin, TX 
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aptes Seven 
"List of  eparers 

The Balwnes Canyoniands Conservation Plan Environmental Imp= Statement was 
prepared by Regional Environmental Consultants for the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service under the direction of Joseph E. Johnston, USFWS Field Office, Austin, Texas. 

Donald E. Haines. Senior Project Manager (RECON) 
Qrd$ccah.ons: 7 years' experience in environmental impact analysis and management 
of large-scaldregional environmentat projects. B.A. English CompositiodLiterature; 
M.A. Engiish Literature. 
Responsibilities: Overall project manager and principal preparer of EZS. 

Pad S. Frorner. Diredor, Consemation Planning (RECON) 
Qzdf'f ccations: 20 years' experience in academia and conservation biological consulting. 
B.A. Zoology; M.S. Biology; Ph.D. Zoology ( a d v a d  to candidacy). 
Responsibilities: Principal in charge and quality assuiice supervisor. 

Carol J. Schuftz. &vironmental Planner (RF,CON) 
(&@f?cations: 14 years' experience in natwral resources planning and h d  
usdenvimnmental law. B. A. American Studies; MIS . Urban and Regional Planning; 
T.D. W o r n i a  Bar. 
Responsibilities: ETS prep- and technical editor. 

Harry J. Price. Graphics Supervisor (RECON) 
eucJifichns: 10 years' experience in EIS graphics supervision and production. 
B.A, Anthropology. 
Responsib;ilities: Supervisor of EIS gmphics production and principal graphic artist. 

Randolph FTankamer, AICP. President, Community Land Resources, kc. 
(-a 
@ d $ k d u n s :  15 years' experience in urban planning. B.A. Urfian/Community 
Planning; M.S. Community and Regional P h n h g .  
&i'ponibi2ifies: Principal preparer of Land 'Use section of EIS; contributor to Social 
and Economics sections; and principal manager of RECON field office in Austin, Texas. 
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- 
Charfes C. Watts. Landscape Ardxitezt and Planner (CLBINC) 
Qudzfiations: 11 years' experience in landscape architecrure and planning. B.L.A. ; 
M.S. Community and Regional Planning. 
Responsibilities: ~kographic information system data analyst and map creator in 
support of Land Use section preparation. 

Donna Dean Carter, ALA. President, Carter Design Associates (Carter) 
Qudficutions: 15 years' experienx as an architect and planner. B.A., 
M.A. Architecture. 
Responsibilities:. Principal preparer of Recreation section of BS. 

Alan Schuman. Architect (Carter) 
~ f i c c a t i o n s :  18 years' experience reiated to architecture and planning. 
M.A. Architecture. 
Responsibilities: Information compiler concerning resources and entity management. 

Thomas Van Zandt. Principal and Senior Project Manager, Hicks & Company, 
Inc. (EJlcks) 
Qzm&ficaiions: 20 years' experience in water resources planning, environmental law and 
management. B.A. GovernmentElistory; M.Sc. Water Resources Management; 
J.D. Texas Bar. 
Responribilitios: Project supervisor for ~ i c h  & Company -and principal preparer of 
Social and Economics sections of EIS. 

Brad Peel. Environmental Planner (Ricks) 
~ f i c Q t i o n s :  3 years' esperience in planning and environmental management 
consulting. B.A., M.A. Community and Regional Planning. 
ResponsibWs: Preparer of Social and Economics sections of EIS. 

* 
Don Blantoa. Senior Project Manager (Hicks) 
PlcJ@&ns: 10 years' experience as environmentavwater resources p b e r .  
B.A. Biology; M.S. Enviromental and Water Resources Planning. 
Responribiliries: Principal preparer of Biology *Section of EB. 

John J. H;& Widlife Ecoiogist (Hi&) 
@d$kduns:  7 years' experience as a wildlife bioiogist. B.S. Vidlife and Fisheries 
Sciences. 
Responsibiliiies: Preparer of Biology section of EIS. 
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-- 9. Glossary 

Chapter Nine 
- Glossav L/ of  Terms and 
Acronyms 

7Q2 - Flow for seven consecutive days during a two-year period; used in stream flow 
measurement. 

Alluvium - Sedimentary matter deposited within recent times by flowing water in the 
valley of a large river. 

Aquifer - The water-bearing portion of subsurface earth material. 

BAT - Biofogical Advisory Team. 

BCCP - Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan. 

BCNW'R - Batcones Canyonlands National WrZdlife Refuge. 

Biogeography - Study of the geographical distribution of living things. 

Biological diversity - Dealing with variety of life forms, the ecological roles they 
perform, and genetic diversity they contain. 

Bond - Financial instnunent used by government agencies to fund major capital 
improvement projects, typically eirher a general obligarion bond or a revenue bond. 

Browse - Tender shoots, twigs, or leaves used as forage or f d  for hexbivores o r  the 
act of feeding on these. 

C1 - Category 1. Taxa for which the USFWS m a l y  has on fie substantial 
infoxmation on biological vulnexability and threat@) to support the apprapliateness of 
proposing to list the taxa as endangered or threatened species. 

C2 - Category 2. Taxa for which information now in the possession of the USFWS 
indicates that proposing to list them as endangered or threatened species is p o d l y  
appropxjate, but for which substan.tial data on biological vulnerability and threat@) are 
not currently known or on file to support the immediate preparation of rules- 

Capital costs - Expenditures by i d  governments on physical infrastructure. 
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- 
CTEQ - Council on Environmental Quality. 

conservation easement - A legal agresment with a property owner to restrict the 
Ateration or destruction of habitat or other ac5vities within a specified zone that may be 
detrimental to habitat management for the species of concern. 

Coordinating Committee - The BCCP permit holders, City of Austin, and Travis 
County will create a Coordinating Committee to provide policy oversight for 
implementing the interagency agreement. The Coordinating Committee wiU oversee all 
aspects of conservation planning, coordination, and implementation of the p h  and 
regional permit. 

Critical habitat - The speafic areas legally defined by the USFWS within a geographic 
area occupied by an endangered species, on which are found those physical or biolo@al 
features essential to the conservation of the species and which may requise special 
management considerations or protection. 

CWO - Comprehensive Watershed Ordinance. 

CWQZ - Critical water quality zone. 

Dissected area - Axea, such as a plateau, that is separated into many closely spaced 
valleys by erosion. 

qosystem - An efologid system or the living system of organisms and their 
enenvironment. 

Ecotone - Transition zone between two different plant communities. 

ECSD - Environmental and Conservation Services Depastment, City of Austin. 

=&A - Fspey, Euston & Associates, Inc. 
a 

EIS - Environmental Impact S taternent, 

Endangered species - A mes that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
s i g d c a ~ ~ t  portion of its range and that is specifically listed by the USRrJS as having 
protection under the Endangered Species Act. 

Endemic - Confined to a given region whether through natural or political boundaries. 

ESA - Endangered Species Act. 



Escarpment - A long cliff or steel, slope separating two comparativeiy level or more 
gently sloping surfaces, usually the result of erosion or fauiting. 

ETJ - See jurisdiction. 

Expenditure - A disbursement of funds by a government entity; includes operation and 
maintenance costs as well as capital costs. 

Extraterritorial jurisdiction - Area within a prescribed distance from a city's boundaries 
within which no other city or special district can annex land or provide services without 
the permission of the city. 

Facultative - Having the capacity to live under more than one specrfic set of 
environmental conditions (opposed to obligate). 

Fault - A fracture or zone of fiactures along which there has been movement of the sides 
relative to one another or parallel to the fracture. 

Fault zone - An area or region that is expressed as a zone of numerous fractures or 
kults. 

Fauna - Animals; organisms of the animal kingdom of a given area taken collectively. I 

Federal candidate species - Taxa placed in Federal Categories 1 and 2 by the USFWS 
that are candidates for possible inclusion in the list of endangered specks. 

Fee simple - Title to real propexty belonging to a person or g o v m e n t  where full and 
unconditional ownership exists. Such ownership does not necessady include m i n d  
rights. 

Flora - Plants; organisms pertaining to the plant kingdom taken collectively. 

FM - Farm and Market Road. b 

Forage - Food for animals (e.g., deer), espedally when taken by brow&g or grazing. 

Formation - A sequence of naturally created rocklayers with distinctive u w  and lower 
boundaries. 

Geographic information system - A computerized database management system for 
capture, storage, n:trievai, analysis, and display of locationally defined data. A GE 
combines digital mapping technology with relational database information, resulting in 
a system that allows anaiysis of various information within a s p d c  geograp*~ area. 



- 
Geomorphic - Pertaining to the forms of h e  earth's surface. 

GXS - See ~ e o ~ r a ~ h i c  information system. 

Habitat - The environment in which a plant or animal naturally occurs. 

ECP - Habitat conservation plan. 

Hydrology - The science dealing with the properties, distribution, and circulation of 
water on the surface of the land and in the soil and underlying rocks. 

IH - Interstate Highway. 

Impact - An assessment of the meaning of changes in all attributes being studied for a 
given resource, usually measured using a qualitative and nominally subjective technique. 

Incidental take - Direct or indirect loss of a species listed as endangered or threatened 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act, or of the species' habitat, due (incidental) to 
an other;vise legally permitted activity or development (see a h  Take). 

Indirect impacts - Project-related impacts indirectly attributable to the project itself; for 
example, soil disturbance causing water quality impacts. 

ED - Independent school district. 

&m& - A limestone topography in which there are numerous caves, sinkholes, and 
fissures cxeated by water passing though and dissolving away the limestone. Potential 
karst habitat is that area which contains the limestone that may have caves, sinkholes, 
and fissures. 

ICSB&A - Kent S. Butler & Associates. 

LCRB - Lower Colorado Rive. Authority. a 

a 

Limestone -. A sedimentary rock composed of calcium carbonate. - 
Macrosite - A subunit within the BCCI' study area that is oriented around a biologimlly 
segregated habitat area defined by natural or man-made boundaries. 

Mesic - Adapted to an environment having a balanced supply of moisture. 

Metapopujlation - A population of plants or animals in which each individual has an 
equal chance of breeding with any other individual. 
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&fhixnum preserve area - The least amount of preserve area that could still present a 
viable preserve unit w i t f t i ~  the preserve system. 

lllitigation - The process by which any adverse change or loss of a public resource is 
avoided or mrnrmrzed 

. .  . 
and the compensation for such. 

MSA - Metropolitan Statistical Area. 

Native vegetation - Plant life that occurs naturally in an area through nonhuman 
intervention. 

NEPA - National Environmentai Policy Act. 

Net development area - The total lot or site development area, excluding publicly 
dedicated, undisturbed open space on the same tract and excluding any land currently not 
planed or approved for development. 

NaPA - National Historic Preservation Act. 

NOAA - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

NO1 - Notice of Intent. 

Obligate - Restricted to a particular condition of life or set of environmental conditions 
, (opposed to facultative). 

Occupied habitat - For the black-capped vireo, habitat is defined as the union of aU 
habitat areas occupied by vireos during any of the breeding seasons from 1986-1991. 
For the golden-cheeki warbler, no mupied habitat has been defined or described in the 
BCCP area. See also Potential habitat. . 

b 

Open space - Any undevdoped land use, such as range and pasture land, n g n c o m m d  
forests, riparian areas, water bodies, and vacant land. 

ORV - Off-mad vehicle. 

Participation Certificate - Certificates providing purcher with mitigation credits 
necmsary for development of a particular tract to occur under the BCCP. 

Pers. comm. - Personal communidation. 

Physiography - Science of physical geography; geomorphology . 



9. Glossary 

- 

P/I - See Public/institutional land. 

Plan operator - Entity that wiil take lead role in implementing the BCCP. 

Potential habitat - For the black-capped vireo, potential vireo management areas are 
habitat with the potential. to support vireos with management. For the goiden-chekd 
warbler, potential habitat is defined as the warbler habitat mapped by Landsat imagery 
by the University of Texas Center for Remote Sensing, which was ground-truthd by 
members of the BAT in 1989. 

Potential preserve area - Areas defined in the proposed BCCP wherein the final 
preserves will be located. Includes habitat for species of concern, areas potentially 
managed for species of concern, and intervening land considered necessary to maintain 
contiguity of preserve design. 

Preserve - An area that is set aside specifically for the purpose of retaining suitable 
habitat for an endangered, threatened, or rare species (or other species of concern), but 
which may also provide such benefits as improved water quality, open space recreation 
areas, and aesthetic resources. 

Preserve acquisition area - The area of privately owned land that is incfuded in the 
potential preserve area and that is under consideration for inclusion in the preserve 
system. 

&operty tax - Tax imposed by a local government based on the value of pmperty within 
its jurisdiction. 

Publidinstitutional Iand - Land owned by public agencies or private institutions that is 
included in the potential preserve area and that is recommended for inclusion in the 
preserve system. 

R W  - Research and development. 

Recharge - The process by which water is absorbed and added to the zone of saturation, 
either directly into a formation through sinkholes or indirectly by way of percolation. 

Revegetation - Regrr,wth or replacement of a plant community. Revegetation may be 
assisted by site preparation, phting, and treatment, or it may occur naturally. 

Revenue bond - Financial instrument by which government agencies may fund major 
capital hprovements. Used for projects that generate revenue from user charges or 



s i d x  fees or charges that are qplied toward both project operation and debt 
retirement. 

Riparian - Of-or relating to land lying immediately adjacent to a water body and having 
specific characteristics or̂  that transitional area, such as riparian vegetation. 

RM - Rural and Market Road. 

RR - Ranch Road. 

RTC - Resolution Trust Corporation. 

Section 7 - The section in the ESA that states, among other things, that no federal action 
shall jeopardize the survival of an endangered or threatened species in the wild and that 
provides for consultation between a federal agency and the USFUTS on such actions. 

Section 10(a)(l)(B) - The section in the ESA that, among other things, allows permits 
to be issued for incidental take of an endangered or threatened species (see also 
Incidental take and Take). 

SEX - Southwest Econometrics, Inc. 

SH - State EEghway. 

S h h e r y  - Low, shrubby growth of oaks that may cover extensive thin-soiled upland 
areas; often provides suitable blackcapped vireo habitat in the Austin area. 

SEPO - State Historic Preservation Officer. 

Soil series - Collection of soils developed from similar parental rnateriaL under 
comparable cfimate and plant communities. 

Soil types - A category or detailed mapping unit used for soil surveys b& on phases . or changes within a series (e.g., dope, salinity). - 

SOS Ordinance - "Save Our Springs" Ordinance. 

Special assessment funds - One of the governmental fund m, used to account for 
financing of public improvements or services deemed to benefit the pnrpeaies agrdinst 
which speciat assessments stre levied. 



- 
Special district - Lx>cal government unit charged with provision of a specific service 
(e.g., water supply districts, flood control districts). Generally, funding is from property 
taxes levied on the propeny benefiting from the service. 

Species - A population or series of populations within which free gene flow occurs under 
natural conditions. The ES A includes any subspecies of fish, wildlife, or plants and any 
distinct population segment of any species that interbreeds when mature. 

Study area - An zea with designated boundaries in which intensive research on ecology 
and land use took place. 

Subssate; substratuxn - Base or material on which an organism lives. 

SWRD - Southwest Road D i s ~ c t .  

Take - As defined by the ESA: to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, b p ,  
capture, or collect or to attempt to engage in such conduct toward any endangered or 
threatened species. Court decisions have interpreted the ESA to include the destruction 
or degradation of endangered species habitat as a form of take. 

Taxon, (pi.) Taxa - A taxonomic entity (e.g., species, subspecies, or variety) or group 
of these. 

Taxonomy - Science dealing with the idenkfication, naming, and c h s i f i d o n  of 
oqganisms. 

TCBL) - Travis Central Appraisal District. 

TEC - Texas Employment Commission. 

Tematrbl- Living on or in, or growing Erom the land. 

Threatened species - Taxa likely to become endangered in the foreseeable futurt3. 

TNHP - Texas Natural Heritage Program. 

TNRCC - Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission, previoudy known as 
Texas Water Commission, 

TNRIS - Texas Natural Resources Information System. 

TOES - Texas OtgdnFztion for Endangered Species. 

TPWD - Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. 
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Troglobite - An organism restricted to a belowground environment. 

TWC - Texas Water Commission, now known as the ?1IRCC. 

TxDOT - Texas Department of Transportation. 

USACE - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

USFVVS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

USGS - U.S. Geological Survey. 

Viable population - A group of organisms of the same species that are able to 
successfully breed so a s  to indefinitely perpetuate the group's survival. 

Watershed - A &age or catchment area of a watercourse or body of water. 

'WPZ - Watershed protection zone. 

Xeric - Pertaining to or adapted to a dry environment. 

ZID - Zone of initial dilution. 







In te r ioca i  Caoperation k g r e a e z t  betwe- 
Tzavis County and the City of l i u s t h  i x g l a e n t i q  t h e  

aalcones Cayonlands Conserration Flax- 
Shared Viaion 

Sec . 1.1. 3rief %.story  oof t h e  Salcsaes Cmyonla~ds Ccnsenat isn 
Plm-Share$ Vi.si.cn 

C zrrlccmes Canycnlands Consematicn Phi-Ekarsd VFsFor, ( "BCC3-  
Shar54 Vision") w i l l  ensure the  p r s c s c ~ i o n  or' e ~ d ~ ~ e r e i  species 
under tne Ac:, while providinq a aechanisiis t o  p e r n i t  . cancinued .. 
econcnic development i n  t h e  r q i c n  without the need f o r  rscrviauzl  
projacr  agprcvzl.  BCCP-Shzred Visicz prov?.&s f o r  t h e  i s s a m c e  of 
a cen.it under Secrion 10 ( a )  of  ch= ACE to  che CLty of lluscin and 
Travis  County as j c i n t  perni t  holders,  esczblishes a rnecktlisn by 
which p e n i c  holders  may p r o c e e ~  wirh public c a p i t a l  i ~ z o v e m e n c  
grojeccs  i n  compliznce wi th  the  . k r ,  provides a fundin9 zechzinism 
f o r  h e  curchase and m i m a a e m e n c  cf preserve systenr l a c ,  and 

i provldes a mechanism t~ allow privacz secccr  pa re i c ipa t i cn .  

Sec. 1.2, Goals of t h e  P l a n  

T h e  9 0 ~ 1 5  of the BCCP-Sharei V F s i ~ r ,  a r e :  

(a)  To ensure p ro t ec t ion  of tke h a h i t a r  cf  zhe scecies  of 
concern i n  Travis  County by acquir izg ana sec t in9  a s i d e  i!x public  
preserves the  b e s t  renaining habitac.  - 

(b) To m a n a s e  the  h a b i t z t  arrssrve systsm so as t o  continue 
t o  supgort v i ab l e  populations of che specie= of  cmcs-lr. 

(c) To ob ta in  and hold  a p e n i t  under Seceion 1 0  ( a )  oE tke 
A c t .  

(dl To provide adequate rsienue t o  ensure the ooals  of  
the  XC?-Shared Vision a r e  m e t .  



Sec. 

f o r  cyd l i s  e n t i t l e s  i2 ~ r c c e e e  . * 
p r 3  jets i-1 czmpllaEce xi.-h. the 

1.1. Authority ma P u q o s e  of L-be A ~ t e ~ e n t  



Sec. 2.1. Creation and P u q o a e  

* .  .. ( a )  Tke da1ccr.e~ Canyonlands C o o r c m z t i ~ ~  Ccmmic~ze ( " t h e  . . Coorzzic=izg Commi::es~ ) is hersby c r e z c r i  p;i-si;ar.c ts Sec:i.cn 
70I.*X of the  Texas Government Ccae, a s  z.1 i n s c r n e ~ t z l i = y  of the  

(b) TCe pzrc ies  t o  t h i s  Aqresrnent zre  ar. ' .crlzeC by scare 
liws t o  inglernenr :he XCC-Shsrei Vis icn  and zhe Cocrtinzring 
Corni;.iz:es is c r e z t r 5  t o  cn r r y  c u t  chose esse r - ia l  gcv=zznen~zl 
g u ~ c s e e  . 

The Coorainzring Committee is c rezced  cr. effec=i.ve dare 
of =?is .%creeaent. 

Sec. 2.3 Caordinating Committee MenberahFp 

(a) The Coordinating Committee s h d l  cor.sisr o f  two ( 2 )  - - .  . v o t k g  mekers  and one (1) non-voting a - o r z ~ c ~ a  memker t o  be 
a p ~ c ~ t e i  as follows : 

(1) One vot ing member a p p o i s e d  by fhe- Cc*=zy Erom 
amon9 the  County Ccmmiss io~trs  C311rc, 

- 

( 2 )  One vot ing member c ~ p o i n c e i  by %:stin -Tzm mong 
the  Ci ty  Council, and 

0 ) One non-vothg  ex-of f i c i o  menicer zpoa in~ek  by t he  
1 i t ; - - - -  Uni==d Stztoe  Fish and W i l C l i f s  , &:viSgl). 
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(b) The posi:i~n of C s o r d i n a c i ~  C"mmitte5 Chziz s h a l l  
r c t a t a  annually be:-xe-2 t.*.e mernber - .  Z ~ F C ~ Z Z . ~  by t i e  C o ~ t y  zsc =he 
meher  i ~ p o i ~ t e d  by ~us- , i r - .  The z ~ r c - c  Ckair s h a l l  be tks  r ieder  . , tppointea oy the C-unty. 

--. -7 c---? - - s m  - .  ( c )  We~kers of the C ~ c r d t r - ~ L _ - - ~  - . . . . . L ~ L - - -  ii-=~=lle c z  t z e i r  
me&erebi? cn the  Caor<ir.aci:q C : ~ . ~ = Z Z O - ,  60 Z O t  h0l6 t ci.i=l 

- ,  . . - - .  
a f2 ice ,  i n .  off:== -f zrs=l ;  5 ,  0' c i 7 i l l  Cr=l=: ~f 

. . I  ..- - . . - - - - , =  -- - - -  - P _  

590 ~'LEET-T, WLEnL.2 Z ~ E  YZZELZ$ d L  .--- ---:- J - , ~ A ,  S e c r ~ s z  - & ,  :L ,  - -  
4 0  c f  the Texzs C ; ; S ; ~ Z ' ~ Z ~ C Z .  

--..-- - (dl ~ o v e ~ i : - z  kocy _ .  z?pci.--L.-- . a C:crdizacizg ~z- izzze - .  
3 .  me&e+ s n a i l  a r n i s k  c"r=""" CZF" Ci t h e  i g p o i E ~ L 2 ~  Z s s c l ' . . l Z : C n  . . 

C ;  znd tke Ccc------ - -- co t ~9ordina;i-2 Cx!mi=zea - -- ---- A ,,,,c i. ---'-. .. '.. a commFc-aP rner&ers s t a l l  ;err= 2; L--- G L ~ Z S U ~ ~  of Z G ~ C ~ Z C ~ Z ~  - - 

qoverniiiq bcdy . 

Sec. 2.5. Meetings of the Goa rd i s a tbg  C o d t t e e  

(ii The C c o r i l l i c i ~ ~  Cornmitrre memksrs s h d l  near_ r - ~ ~ L z r l y  
ilt l ezs t  once eic.*. r t  cc . , laces  c z c  cczc ions  
a e t a m i x e i  by re=oluc:zr. of tke Cccr=~2zeizg Commiccae 

. 1 -  
, - 

(5) The o r  CornmFtr.e s c z ; ~  , . neec s ~ e c i z l l y  x 
a by t a  c  r e e d  2 a  by iny CccrCiixari?-c 
Cornmitier member. A rques ;  by a CcorcLzating Cammitist rnenber 
f o r  a spec ia l  meetds  must be il wzil ing,  zcidxessed t? ~ k e  Chzirt 
and describe the  purpose o r  purposes of the meetinq OrLy that 
business reasonably re la ted t o  the purpose o r  pu-osee CsscAbed 
i n  the request  may be conauczed ilc the  special  meecing- 

c  A quorum ri the Coordiri lcin~ Caynitte5 E wc vocirq 
members. A majority vrce is e r e  to  e'ic: Ccortirzcinq 
Cmmmiirse motions. A Coordi-+tics Commitaa menbe- rzy sezd i. 
proxy vote i ~ ,  "is o r  her -1acz  groviaed thzc cke  prc-q i.5 
me&er of the sane 9;ver-inq :ocy z s  t k  C G O ~ & ~ Z ~ C ~ E ~  c ~ ~ d - t ~ e e  
member. 
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Set. 2 . 6 .  Notice 

Sec. 2 . 7 .  Bylaws 

The CoorBl~z~ iz :  Cornrnic~e~ m z y  z d c p ~ ,  arn=d, znd. r=ceal  
byiaws ta goverz icz cgeraciccs. 

- 

Article 1x1. ADMINIS'r"-9ATION AND DUTIES. OF TEE COORDINiiTING 
COMMITTEE 

Sec. 3.1. ~dministration 

( a )  Secxeczry senices for  the C ~ o r d i a i ~ i ~ c  Comitcrs s h a l l  
be provided by eicker A u s i i ~  tiirouqh the City Mznzger c r  the  
County throuqh the Executive Manager f o r  T r a n s g c r c ~ ~ s n  aild 
l a t u r d  Xesources. The Coordinnting CommitZee mzy b ckeir  
d i s c r ~ e i o n  vote to  ro ta t e  smid func-,ian ~ f t s r  txo yeirs  kcm the 

\ \  .. er=ec=lva da te  of ckis Aqreene~c. i n i t i t i l l y  the Ci=y of Austin 
s n a i l  provide secrecz-ry ser r ices  . 

. .  . . .  - - .  
(b i  The Secrerzr l  s e r i e s  as cke c:er z c ~ ~ n ~ s c r z r i v e  c==:cer 

to  the Ccordinacixc Cmmi t~ee .  The 5 2 ~ 1 e c z r ~ ~  s d ~ i i . ~ ~  iaclxce , 
but are not l imited to ,  negotiation zna oversighc 02 csniraccs, 
execution of c o n t r i c ~ s  ugon authorizncion by the Coor"; --': -ng 
Committee, zssuring tha t  Parcicipztion CsrciEicace Sales proceed 
i n  accordance with established po l i c i e s  a d  with the ?emi t ,  
authorization of pzyments, oversight of the Operzcing Flrd and 
mitigation bznk, policy and plmn mmendrnenc recommer.datioors, land 
manapmeat. comglia~cc recommendations, devzlopm~; of 
adrniniscrative guidelines and reporcs to  the C?orEixzcing 
Commitcec . 
Sec. 3.2. Annual Budget, Capital Program. and Report 

( a )  The Sscrsenry sha l l  prepare a prcposed a.r=.ual bcciqet, 
i n c l u a i ~ g ,  whes necessary, a c a p i t a l  procgarn , f sr revizw and 
submission by tne Caordinaciag Commic:se to  the p e n i t  kclders. 
Submission by the Csordinaciiq Committee s h s l l  occur 20 l z t s r  than 

Page 5 of 15 pages 



Sec. 3.3. General Powers 

Th= Caordinatinq Committee has a l l  cf the  powers of the  
za rz les  :D t h i s  Aqeenea t  t h a t  z r e  "ece-cszq "26 c m s i s ~ e n t  wizh 
its ciu~ie5 set f o r t h  i n  t h i s  Agreraent. 

Sec. 3 . 4 .  Principal Duties 
f 

z The Coordinating Commit==s is  czezcei  a d  s h a l l  opera ts  
o c a r r i  c u t  t h e  ECCP-Shared Vision, whose ~ o z l s  a r e  described iz 
Ssczlcn 1 2  of t h i s  Aqrzament. The Ccordinacizq Ccmmittea s h z l l  

\ 
zoc jaagar t ize  t h e  !?emit by zny aczlon cr  ircc-icn. 

!bi To t h i s  exa,  the  C~orc i zac lng  Cammi~tee' s p r i n c i p l  

70 make recommencaticns tc ik parc ies  ta t h i s  
Agreement regardhq prcposei  zrnelarnents t o  the  
BCCP-Sharea Vision o r  t he  F e n i t .  

To make recommenaations t o  the  g a r t i e s  of ' t h i s  
Agreement regar6i.r.c t h e  cnnual budget, i n  
accaraance with Section 3 . 2  of t h i s  A~~resment.  

To provide policy overs icn t  ~ i l d  coordinat ion f a r  
implementing the  BCCP-Shared Visicn. - 

To e s t a b l i s h  a a v i s o q  g r o u p  as  aggropriace t o  
implement t h e  ECCZ-Shared Vision. 

TO assist the  pa r t i e s  i n  rec3mnendin~ a l t e r z a t i v e  

- 

funding sources.  
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. . .----- ?a z ~ ~ ~ c v t  cL r~~~~=-~~ l  E Z .  i:: -i- C Z  - 
- - - . . - - F S  C C S E Z E  f o r  Cke - - 1 --,,--- anc ZZCC,T.TZI=, CT 

' - -_  m 0 z z ~ r i ~ r ~ ~  ~ T C  E V Z ~ ~ . L ~ Z I  cc C ~ C ~ , C  ~ s s - ~  ~ 2 5  
eef tc=i-iEr-ess Cf t b ~  - F " - - C k ; r s i  =LL= ------ 'Ji= 5 -.2cz=ze . . 

- .  the c s n c ~ t l s c s  cf *>= ,--- - ie-niz EZE k 1 3 ~  zec.  

( 1  Tc ens;la c h z t  - .  the cczl-c ct tke 6 ~ ~ ~ - 5 k r i i  V i c i o a  81 

E Z Z C ~  k Azcicle Z or t.5 A ~ = = n e n c  PIZ met, the  ~ z z i ~ ~  .ZL~?E 

iO the e o l l ~ w i a q  o b l i g ~ c i c ~ ~ :  - - 

b Eriax to e.r=c~ci~n or ;hi.= AGeeSeZC, . ~ S Z S  

gecer-1 abli~zcicn "a= i.2  he ZmOWC cL 
525..7 rnilli.cn t o r  h p u z z o s e  of fund--? 
prese3e s - p i ~ z m  lzna z c ~ ~ l t l i o n  =C przssrge 
system nee*; 





Man=ce its desicczte6 ac+re6 p r s s e r ~ e  
sysrnn lands in ~ c c ~ r d z z c o  w l 5  E i r L c l e  v of 
t h i s  Agreement; 

Provide 507 ~ c z 9 s  c5 Lzs cL,-ro;t lands f o r  
desicrr,zCian as . p s s s r ~ - e  syszen lan& IS  

i l l u s t r z t e d  in  Exhikit  "5" to th is  Asreenent; 

Provicie an axmu;;ll zppropria t i r ,~ .  i n  ,an. zmaq.nt 
e 9 a . L  to i O O %  F=C=C (Lo 0%) ct. the q e r a t i o n s  
zna maintenance (0  & M) por t icn  c E  Pdc revenue 
from new conscructicn an p e g e r t y  for whicll. 
Participarion C e r t i f i c i z t e s  purcizased, or. 
. f o r  which. mriltiqacion -rights w e r e  . pkcfiased 
f r o m  a party  to .. this A s e ~ ~ n e r i ~ ,  . or which is 
u t i l i z i n s  the  it,. as. s e t  f o r t h  in. . m a r e  

. ,  - detail G. subsection 4 . l ( b )  helm., w h i c h  shall 
be used to czqleie Izna acquisition f u r  the 
preserve syscem and- .ta fund czpitaL costs f a r  ' . 

, .its . acqui=ced. and .: desiwaced ?-e=e. system 
: ., . lands.. in. accordance w i t h  m F c l e  V of ' this 

,Agreflrment,. , After prese=e ' system Iana 
acquisiti.cn. ' is "' c h m F J ~ e t e ,  the a n n d  
appropriatian: may. be reduce", tn an. amcurit . 
equal to the C n u p t y ' s  aamtal land rnanasmext 

. :  . . . 
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(c) The sz=?ii_= z c t e  ;s c s ~ c s i r  zL1 ~:,LZCZ cslkc=z? . , - .  ; - =  c - ,  eC i n  t>-C EZGT--"Z = y =  --.-" - -  F z ~ t ~ ~ x ~ a t i i ; n  C=- ---;-cL-- -cl-- --- - -  -,, - -,,-- ,,-& GS - - -."; = >c-=sf- . -  . - -".-f .. ' 7  
* .  

c c - = ' r 1 ;  _-id ---.. =:1 E? 12 C I C T ~ C Z  4 . L C= ..--- - - - ..-.zESi C Z  c . n r i ; - - - J  C Z S ~ S .  

- * *. (a) The cr-if= q ~ ~ i  i k a ~  z ~ i  mi:ic=cicn ~zk~-;lc zssocicz+c . , .  . . - 
with cr=serze s-qscer; lzzc +arc.= i r  ccc r;esCsC ?== z*&llc cz~i=zL . , * -  . irllo3X~emZ3~ p l X j ~ c = ~  EZCLI l= i i i l ~ ~  ~-T=il&l+ ~ Z T  C ~ C C $ L  

, . - = z r = ~ c r ~ ~ ~ i c r .  C=-~-ilLczcf= ;zl==. 

(fi P e r n i t  haLCera r n q  i n i ~ i z c s  zmec&ie~er t? .-kis 
; Aqreenrene, to BCC2-IhZ=& V V i s i c ~ l  or :a the P e n i e  F=SXZZC iO 

Sectlion 7.2 of. t h i s  A ~ e r n ~ , ~ , c .  
- ey-- ) Ugon exec~tLarx or ck i s  Agreme?lcl L _ = T ~ - E  C G ~ C ~  skd.L 

~ ) s y  to City of Aus&i zn zziounc e ~ z l  io 594,000 .00 to czver :he. 
County s s&z= of c~=e-. f a r  the Envirgnmez~zl  T q z c Z  SizizzE~C 
currently b e i z q  i;=sy;zrzk f-= eke p z ~ c i ~ ? ~ .  

(hl The o b l i ~ z i r i c r s  r e r  il3rti i n  r;lbsec=icr+ (z)  thXat@ (s )  
above SZLC in Sec-i.cn 4.2 (c) ta low ' r r e  con~incezc s o n  tk= LSSYLXC~ --- of the P e r n i t  by USzl*:. The c b l i ~ z z ~ i c ~ s  set So-rzh in s u b e e c c ~ a n s  
(a) th-ough, (el &cve c-,n.iiczte the f i n a c 2 d  a b l i ~ i i ~ i o ~  of  
the pa&ies .. No i?iazck=~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c i z 1  ~ b l i ~ ~ c i ~ ~ =  =hd.,L be b 2 f G d -  





-- :,~m t h i s  Agreenent, tke ECC?-Shared VFsicn, or  the Pe,ni=. 

Sec. 4.2. Operating P u ~ l d  

. - .  
(c )  Funds co l l ecc r i  from P~rz ic i ca tFon  Cer=Lrrczizs szlzs ,  

and the i n t e r e s t  eazzri  thereon, s h a l l  be disbursed by the 
L- CoarBicacFng Committee Secret ary LC] Ailscln and the .Cszsty iz q u a 1  

- ,  . . shares on a semi-annuz~ cas is .  Drzsurseaen~s f r s m  Fuzas azy be 
, . authorizou by tke Secrrzt-y o r  c-s cr her  cesiuTee for autkorized 

ZCCP-Shared Vision gxqcses ,  oniy i z  csmpliance with the apsrwed 
expenditure l eve l  i n  e respecrive Ausc i n  and C S U C ~ Y  z g r w e a  
buagets . 

Article V. PRESi3XTT"k k?!AGZHE%T 

Sec . 5.1. L a n d .  Management 

( a )  Upon issuznce of the B s ~ i t ,  each'  party s h l l  be 
r s g a n s i 3 l e  f o r  marzGerent of 3 3 2 - S h a r d  Vision p r e s e n e  iznds -. cwcei by thac parry. ~ s c  party rnzy e l e c t  i o  nanaqe ;he prsserzy, 
c r  may cont rac t  wi t .* .  zmther  pcrcy a r  e a t i i y  t o  do so,  buz c z ~ n c t '  
a s s i F  its underlying cbligaticr.  for  Lana manacremecr:. ALL ICC2- 
Sharzd Visian greserre system lznds s t z l l  be manageQ i n  z aamer 
which w i l l  not jesgarcFze the !?emir znd iz accsraazce w i ~ k  lzna 
management p i d e l i a e s  2nd l a d  nanqenent plans adopted pursxint 
t o  Seccions 5 . 2  zna 5 .3  of t h i s  Aqreement, crovicied :hat 
reasonzble access t o  prose-e system lands s h a l l  be provide5 to  
Coordinating Committee representatives f o r  inspect ion and 
monitoring o r  o ther  functions as  authorized i n  the  annual budzet. 

(b) The Coorainzting Conmittze Secretary . v i i l  - racaive , . 
information on a l l  land t ransact ions  and s - a ~ l  zrsvlae 
reccmmendations t o  the Permit Eolders t o  ensure the Inte@-cy of 
the  preserve system, w i l l  recei;re armual Lana rnanazenenc reqsr ts  
from esch par ty ,  zna w i l l  pre9ara a c o m ~ r e b e ~ s i v a  innuzl land 
rnansqement repor t  to  be submitced to t he  Coordisac i~g  Ccmni~tee. 
the Penit  Holders, and USFWS. 

(c) The Coordinating Cornittan Secretary s t r l l  idezrify,  
p r i o r i t i z e ,  review, and authorize resezrch on species of czncen  
on BCCP-Shared Vis ion  preserve lands pursuant t o  Coordizating 
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, . - .  8 * : ( a )  Lana rnanagemert cjulcelx.es which -,,-,,,zv mir.imun -- - n znd l imirzcigns  f-r land maracener= w e r ?  s u k m i ~ = e i  :3 
r- - F. - ; . -AS f c r  5:s r e v i e w  zzd +pprcval -,r=cr rz ex~c-::i.cr. cf "; b---s I 

----,-c 
- .  

(j) Cncs ar;pr-ve< by CSTGS,  t l e  e 2 az:.acszer.: . - 7  1 - - - -"-" m i d e l i z ~ s  G E  c=ai 13 land mznaqemenr O Z  2-L = L + z - S ~ ~ Z ? ~  
Vision p w s e r r e  sysren ;+ads. 
- 

1 - 1 --; --- 4 $c;i i w e =  
( C  ) Aiencxe.'-c-s -3 the  a p ~ r g v e c  - C A ~ -  l i ~ a ~ i ~ ~ E ~ e - ? =  +-----.--- . . 

mzy be i n i t i a c s i  by a inenber of the  C r o r z s z z i i ~ ~  C ~ m m i c ~ s e  c r  ty . - .  I 
t he  Cccrdinstiog C0mmit:ee Sacrets-y and a n a i l  be p r c c z s e ~ i  
-,ursuznc tcr the  following procedures: I . . 

(1) The C00ra~zzii.r.g Ccmmiitse s h a l l  condcrr z t  l e r s c  cr-e 
p k l i c  h e i r l n o  ;a r s c ~ i v e  input cn :.'.a praposed amencxeczs co 
the  land manzgernec; c p i d e l i ~ e s  p r i o r  t 3  apgroval;  z d ,  

( 2 )  ~ f t s r  a g p x v i r q  the  amendmects ;D the  land rnanzgerner.c 
~ i k e l i n e s ,  t he  Caordina;izg Cammic=te skz11 sukrnir tke - .  
pmeccei c k i e l i n e s  t a  the  Fe-qit  XolCezs " o v & s i x g  b o a ~ t s  f c r  

.*-  a r ; ~ r ~ v z 1  and then ;a USijiS o r  - a  revi?w 2r.d q p r o v a l .  

Sec. 5.3 Land Managment Plan8 - 

a A prcposed lma rnanagemeoc ~1~ f a r  z p a ~ = i ~ ~ l i ~  
orecer iz  eyscem pa rce l  s h a l l  be proauczi  by eke gzz=y who awns the  
orogercy. An znnual rsqorc r e ~ a r d i n ~  managernenr: of t he  pa=zic'.Lzr 
g r e s s r i e  systim pa rce l  s h a l l  be procccs i  by the p.zz=y who owns t i% 
-,rcGer=-i and p rov ide i  t~ ;he C o o r c F n a c ~ ~ g  Ccmmi;zcs S s c = e r : ~ y  

. % 

( 5 )  Each proposed land rnznacerneat glzn shculd. be susmrred 
t o  the  Ccordinacina Ccrnmittes cecre tzr(  anc s h z l l  be ar;zr~vei by 
the  Ccordinating Committe~ s e c r e t a n  cnly if the  plan i s  in  
compliance with the approved land manaaemenc gu ide l ines .  

Article VT. DISSOLUTION OF TEE COORRINATfilG COMMITTEE 

See. 6.1. Vote to  i is salve 

a The p a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  Agreemeor may dissc lv2 the  
Coordina;iog Committee by aff ' i -qat ive VQCPS of P inajoriiy of sic.'. 
parcies '  governing bodies; provided ckac a l i&dat ion g i sn  
p u r s u a t  to  Sect ion 6 . 2  of t h i s  Agr=sir.=r.c bas been preyricusly 
adoy;tei.. 

(b) A pa r ty '  s approval of dissolution of  the  C o o r d i n a t i r  
I 
t 
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Sec. 6 . 2 .  Liquidation Plan 

(bl .Among other 'kinas, - the li~icaEicn musz provide . , a 
timecable for liquidatic~, for traraferr:-c or ccherdise a~spcsi.-.q 
of the ?emit, for c=llleczing all of the CsorCinatlng CcmmFtte='s 
zssets and dischasginq its liabiliries, tor a tFnrl audit, and :or 
distributing the Coordinating Ccriiiitteel s riet zssecs or assassizc - 
; - -  -La nee liabilities in actsrdance w F ~ h  Eecc lon  6 . 3 .  

Thz Coordinating Committee's c=c zssefs, o z k r  than inte1e5ts 
iz . . prese-e systern lmds that will raverr to aparry, must be 
cstributsd to, or its net ll&ili:ies zssessed against, each 
,,-,y "- ?.- in equal shares provideithas said. distribucion shall noc be 
il equal shares in the evenc thaz this Agio-e~aent is tenicatei 
Sursuant to Section 7.1 (b) . 
Sec . 6 . 4 .  Dissolution 

8 .  

*\. (a) When the net assecs are distzz~uc~d to, or the zec 
liabilities satisfied by,  the par=les, -he Ccordinacing Committfe- 
czsses to eyist and this AgreeEIecc is teninacs8. 

(b) Dissolution of the Cccrdinztiz~ Ccmmitree shall m c  
cbvirte obligntions under the Perzit exc=pt as allowed by the 
Stction 6.2 liquidation plan. 

Article VII. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 7 .1 .  Term, T e d n a t i o n  

(a) This Agreement becomes effective on Cccober 1. 1995 or 
the date it is executed by all parcies, whichever is earlier. 
This Agreornent terminates ugon ce=,ination of the Permit, unless 

- isrminatei earlier pursuant to Ssccion 6.4 c r  Ssction 7 . l ( b )  of 
this Agreeaent . 

(b) Notwithstanding anythiq to the ccntra-ry within this 
Agreement, -if at. any time during the term of this Agreement, the 
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ccmmissicrerl s Court of Travis Ccucty, Tex= - * c r  t i e  C i t - i  of 
-s;inf Texas, f n i l s  t 3  provide fundins f o r  ZIL Qr Z7-l' 9zr t  or i t s  - .  oblica;icns he"4n fo r  tke following i l ~ ~ l  year -f said FzrZy,  - .  . - .  
+ T: f a ~ i l x g  gzr-,y s h a l l  give g ,o~ ice  t? t?." C ~ ~ r a l + ~ i ? . c  Csmhi=zee 
zr.6 the ;ar-i=s t h i s  J-greement of S " C ~  f ~ i l i l r e  t- . .  . .  fund znl  =on 

. - 1  del iver /  of such nccice snal-  no lancer be IlLDLe <sr sz id  
wf;rn&d obligzcions. Upon receigc 3 f  S U C ~  Z O C ~ C O ,  the 

C 1 .  

o h m -  ,- -------I = - , : -- . p.r:y may ol rcz  -3 t e r " i ~ ~ i "  -h ----- c >-or=es~nt  - 2s =hei r  
sGle rsr- . -r=e.  _ _---_ - 

( c )  If a Fnr:-i cefalllzs i n  the p e r l - s ~ ~ a r c e  sf zz-i C: ;he . . - ,. - - c t m s  sr csna~z-clnc "1 z 5 . s  r e 2  eke k 5 -  ,,ric=a t o  . - 7  . fund, :ke def iu l i ing  ~ a r z y  ""2'- "ave 3 1  lags  z E r t r  -=cc;-- --_-& of . . -  z - . , ;  C w ~ i t t e n  l o r i c e  of sucz c e ~ a u l t  within wblcb ts c c r t  tke ~2e-=~-.. 
C C ir tke &fau l t  i s  not c - r r i  within such per-cd of t i z e ,  i2ior the 
~cn-de fau l t in9  ps r iy  skz l l  have the righc witbouc Surchsr . _ .  z c i c e  . 
t o  t e n i n a t e  t h i s  Acpenent and t o  seek r e l k f  a s  s p e c r r ~ r  i.1 
Stc t i cn  7 .  i (d) below. 

(dl The 2arcies zgree the pr ' sene SySiZ" Lznd m be 
a e s i F i i i i  o r  zcquire6 sursuant t a  "title i7 of t ' r e  1s 
u n i ~ e  a izreplacs&le,  and t h a t  the  f z l lu re  o z ~ z z : ~  t o  
desicjnaze property ~s preseme system land o r  t o  desiFr=t a s  
preser i s  systen land those t r z c i s  which have been p ~ c h i s ~ d  with 
funds 2 o m  ??srticipaclcn CerciLicate s a i e s  p u ~ u z n t  :O t t ~  :=ms 
of  t h i s  Agreernene. wauld r e s u l t  i n  damage t o  the p s r q  s e a : e q  t o  
maincaiz the P e r m i t  thzt  could not be adequztely com~enszc=k by a 
monecary sward. The p i r t i e s  therefore agree tha t  if e i thes  party, 
Zai ls  t c  perform the- following covenants incunkent on it due under 
:he t e x s  a t  t h i s  Aq=ener~t :  (I) designate orese-e sys tes  land . 
p.xsuarc t o  S e c ~ i o n  1.1 o r  t h i s  Aqeeme'f . or  ( 2 )  6esigz:e a s  
greserr% systen land those tract;  which have been guzck"% with 
Eunds i r ~ m  Parcicipacion Cer t i f i ca te  s a l e s ,  the ocher FLY? mzy 
zpgrzgriz;ely seek zn ordei  from a COE; of zpprii"ate - .  , j u r s  r q u i z i z ' ~  the defauitir.g ~ a z z y  to  s ~ e c i f l c s l l y  - .  
0 y="- - Ie--,-... chose covenacr .  Such order  s h a l l  not recpl iz~  the = z ~ l i z a  
a r t y  maintain, r e ~ a i r .  o r  o themise  ewe,= f ~ c s ,  ~ U L  c d y  t a  
designace the l a d .  i n  queseion. 

See. 7.2. Amepdment of A g r e e m e n t ,  BCCP-Shared V i s i o n .  the ? * d t  

(zl A voting merdaer of the Coordinatina Committee o r  any 
a :o t h i s  Agreement may propose. a amez6mesr t h i s  

Agresge:;, the  BCC?-Shared Vision, o r  t h e  Denit by Frese=cbg it- 
i n  wr;zkq t o  the Ccorainating Committee wich the  metti- r o t i c e  
f o r  z i q u l a r  or- s a e c i r l  meeting o f  t h e  ~ o o r d i n i t i n g  C ~ ~ t t e e .  
The Ccxdinacing Cownittee s h a l l  review zria mzie ~ = ~ ~ ~ d a t i o n  
Eo t k  governing bodies of the  parcies  t o  t h ; ~  A ~ = * e n e  
c o n c e ~ A ~ g  the proposed amendment no more than ninecy (351 days 
a f t e r  rzceipt of the  wri t ten proposa l  

(b) amendment is adapted i f  t he  governin9 bodies 02 a l l  
t h e  p a x i e s  ro t h i s  Agreement adopt the amen&ent a d  fk~"i=k the  

t 
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Sec . 7.4. Miscellaneous 

(a1 This  Aqreernezt s t a t e s  :he e n c i r ~  . . z g e e z e n t  of the 
- -yc :  ---, aG and it msy be amenaei c ~ L y  a s  ;ravicec in  Sscrion 9 . 1 .  

(b) T h i s  Agreement i.s b i n c i ~ q  co the  sacrossors ia Fntcrcse 
~3 t k e  pzr=ies. 

'\ -'c= (c! i s  Agreement is p e r ~ ~ m a b l r  i2 --,vis - ,  County, Texas, - ma -zxas l a w  governs i t s  i n t c - ~ r e t a c i s z  sac a ~ ~ ~ ~ c a t i o n .  

C I T Y  OF AUSTIN 
2.0. Box LO88 
Austin, Texas 78767 
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COUNTY OF W V I S  
? ,  0 .  Sox 1748 - 

D a t e  : 

L 
Ccuncy Z u a ~ e  

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Degzrtmear of Law 

APPIZOVED AS TO FORM: 
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EXHIBIT "A"  

Baicones Canyonlads Consmation P i m  - Shared Vision 



- - 

BALCONES CANYONLANDS CONSERVATION PLAN (BCCP) 
SHARED VISION 

- This p r o w  for a habifat conservation plan in Travis County is designed to secure t'le 
issuaocz by k U.S. F s h  & Wildlife Sailz (USFWS) of a rezionai Section 1 q a )  penni~ In 
Noveakr  1993, voters rejected a county bond issue which wouid have accornplisheri &e 
remainder of h e  land acquisition mTWUimt for the wlmry-wide regional plan with public funds. 
Subsqwntiy, discussioqs among public atities and vvious inems groups focus4 on how to 
fund lvKi acquisition primarily fmm p'iyate funds. k. m n t i y  as April 11394, C Q X Z ~ ~ S  of a 
mitiguion fee of as much as $6,800 per acre mupied wiin mirigauon r h o s  of as nucn a s  3: 1 wex 
siiil b5ag discusstd. 'Ihe present propod takes a su~stantiai step towards improving the 
afi'ordabItity of the P h  for the prime serror while rn;;intaining tbc c s d m e n t  to establish the 
amplere regional prtsene syste,~, 

This pmposd provides a guide for lhe privle  senor &g to meet their obligations under 
the E D d a n g d  S p g i s  AEL Additionally, me proposal will provide tbc basic information u, allow 
affetted gavenunatal juridicdons to determim wbiinher they might c h x e  to become a P e n i t  
Hoidcr, Managing Parmer, or to Rmain a noe-pardcipan~ Parricipation in the Plan is vairmtary. 
M o s r ~  . . tiw proasxs an not intended u, be dwiled in this pmposai sinat they will be 
dtvdapai b u g h  format negotiated agceaenrs among the ka3it Holden and wkh Managing 
Pannns This propod also forms the primary appfidon documcat to be su'bmined to USFIjSrS 
in completing &d &ving the section-lqa) per;ilIit 

This present document indudes a list of the kty concepts embodied in the proposal, dong 
wirfi funher detail on aspecu such as tbe preserve design, iinancing, special pravisions for snall 
Iot owners, habitat and aaeagt determinations, etc. Also anacfied is a kt of the species anticipated 
to be covered by the pian (Table 1 - Species of Conan) ,  a Kam ijR anda detaiied pro f'orrna 
dsuibing ttu= pmiect#l financing for the pian, A set of ewnples of simplified deveioprnent 
SOtnaria (Partidpation Calculations under the BCCP) is anachcd co this pmpcsal ta offer a vhud 
repmatation of how the Participation Cdficales Qscribed budn would be a p p W  in &variety 
of Wens Also attached is a "Lcgai hthoriry" document and USFWS "No Surprisesw policy 
d ~ c u l n c n t  

L Key Concepts 

bcal govemrnental jurtsdidons in Travis County wishing t~ establish the preserve sysez~ 
and to deveiop a rcgionai pkn joindy qpiy for a S y a r  regional 1qa) pcrrnir. The 
regional 10(a) permit wiU mver incidental take of habitat in Travis County outside d the 
idendficd prcsems and the Balcom Canyonlands Nationai Wildliii: Refuge. 



A Permit Hoider is a governmental cnuty who has &nai'outed suEtient +land acquisition 
funds or preswve l a d s  in ex- of thai muired to mirigare i s  own impmvcment 
pmjccrs. Ils contribution level wiil be b a d  on securing h e  public benefit of establishine the 
pesems as a community and m*imnrnental asjet and on proGding an economic lift to &e 
kindoming public to m e t  their obiigations unda rhe E n d a n g d  Species Act A Permit 
Holder aaz7,ts primary responsibility for the success of the Plan by entering into a formal 
ageernex wth all otha permit holding entities. ?he Permit Holden will C " E  a pi icy 
hard or other ezltirj responsible for oversight of P h  implementation 

Goverrimentai and non-profit entities may pmicipa~e in tk Plan as Managhg Parmers. 
Managing Panntrs agm to provide land management of design& p - 3 ~  Ian& in order 
to srrppon, the public benefits of the prcsavc: systern. Managing Panners wiU nter into 
f m a i  agreemeats wirh the Pamir Holdus to hold tide md manage FTY~ h d s  for the 
public and environmental beneFrt Managing Partners are mitigated for their capital 
impqvement pro:- to the emnt  of their land annibuted to the preserve systen (on a 1:1 
amcage basis). The mitigation value for such landsis non-transfcrdale. At the discretion of a 
Managhg faraer. is whoiesaie elecnic cuaomers may participate u n k  rhe regional pcmir 
under simi'lst terms, .. 
L a n d o w n  needing so comply with the Endangered Species A n  may do so through the 
purchase from tbe Permit Holders of Participation Ccrriiiw b a d  on a px-acn asscssmenr 
and participation ratios for the amount of mitigation arca M a t e s  will be sold for use by 
thw wishing to deveiop land in Travis Coun. ody  outside of the proposed preserves. 

CZdicugs will oniy cover @es covered. by tk regional d o n  lO(a) pennit 

Funds k r n  Certificate sales would be used for BCCP prtserve systr=n land acquisition 
and B C B  preserve system n&. 

Pamripation Certificates will be ncxi-yefundable and an only usable for land ouaidc of 
&c p m a v c  ana cover .-nder the regionat section ma) puxui~ 

No mitigadon d t  for devdoprncnt or Pankiption Ce,rtii-lcafg~ under this p h  may 
be provided for property located outride the jurisdictional boundaries of tk Pwmit 
Holders. 

Tbe P d  Woldus wiU, craiuate the feasibility and +Zty of selling Cen?IZrczues on a 
periodic and limited issue b e .  l&is appmach is preferred to an on-going mndnuous 
sale, il proven to bt fuibk Each GxtScatc would pmvide a p* with 
mitigation acdit for one acre of incidental "tab=' of Guidendxzkd Warbierandlor 
Blackcapped Virw habitat and/or 100 acres of incidental "take* of kam habitat, 
m v d  by a regional d o n  10(a) permit. Sa Secdon W for caiarlation of 'take." 

An evaiuation of making the Ccnificates transfercable will be curnpltrcd prior to 
Cttdfifc sales. Potentially, CZrtifi- will bc tmsfbibk: bemen op;mezs and 
bawetn pperdcs, provided &at hey  are assigned to speciZic trans of land o w  they 
art ustd or redeemed for &vcfopmmt The C c d k m s  can not be applied to lands 
inside the BCCP pmcrve system boundark. without appmvai of rhc USFWS. As a 
condition of participating in the regional p e d b  h e  holders of Cerritiwes will be 
required to hcord them in the Real Ropury Rsords of Travis Cowry when they an! 
used and to designate the s@c aacts of land to which they apply. 
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-- " U S W S  wiu. ihmugh a c o n t r a a d  arrangement with the Permit Holden. adrniniser the 
iyuancc and rcQmption of the C d c a r e s .  USFWS s h d  be obligarel t~ sell Ccrufixcaces 
subject oniy to the conditions of the section 10(a) pcrmi~ 

. .  . . 
v 'Ibnarnn~aoon is no m a n d a d  m~uire,aenr m dwelop under 

the regional 10(a) pennil Landownen and.developer; in Travis County may appiy at any 
time to the USFWS for individual lqa) permits. B C f P  Pemit Holders wiil noi condition 
any local deyeloprnmt appruvai or permit upon an applicant pam'cipadng in ihe BCCP. 
However, landowners are enmuraged to use mitigaiian measures thlt wiu conuibute to h e  
completion o i  the a h d y  &fined preserve s y m a  

R i v e  landowners of the jumdiction firnits of a permit hoidic? govcmmental entiry 
will k abk to purchau ccrdii- for S5,MO e x n  ( S e  Sccdon V. X-6). Participation leveh 
an estabiished for e y h  of tk spccia of concun. and in no case arc they pw than one 
(rTtifi~are for one BCR The panicipafion lmei for known G o l d n s j r k c d  Warbler and 
Blackcapped V i  habitat a h h c  same 1:1 midgation rauo and ibe same per CktScate fee 
rcquiRmcn~ Thc idcnrizlcation criteia for known habitat are indicared in Seaion VIL 

10. Rivate landoarnus & of the jurLdicdoa limits of a p e d t  holding governmental eatiry 
will md to pumu: authorization finm USFWS if tkir actions wiil "rakc' a iede,dly buxi 

1 1. Special Pmvisions: A reduced Cdcate of 51300 (% W o n  V, 46) will be available to 
Iandowncr~ wishixg to b d d  only one single f d y  dwelling on lots which wee in existen= 
on or before thc lisdng of she Goidcnshtkcd Warbler. See W o n  VL, "S@ 

12. Spedal ptwiSi01y: For existing, routine ranching aod farming pranicts, there is no 
Participation Ccrdficate re4uirencnr Howexr, if the u j s d n g  acdvity r#lnkes new clearing 

i 

d v i r y  (LC., fornear barns. paddocks, stakponds, a). the Cadficate requirement will be 
S l m I  (a Scction V, 116) pcr acre of cifdng. 



Within the jurisdiction of a Pemir Holder, the consmtion of public primary and s c c o n d ~ ~  
schools or community callegcs are exempt from Pdcipadon k~ for the conswcdon of any 
such faciiiues which they will own and which an bGt wividiin thar juridicdon P r o j a ~ ~  of 
this same typz which are within the jrrridiaion of a city or counry which is a Managng 
Panner (&r than a Permit Holder) may pardcipae under the regional l q r )  permit at a level 
no greater than one cesiiicate for one a m .  Simiiv p j g n  which are not buiit within h e  
juridicdon of such Permit Holders or Managing Paru7es wiii need to pmue aud?ori&on 
h m  U S W S  ii th& actions d "take" a federaiiy 'kid species. 

17. For all acdviries descri'oed above in items 8 throueh 16, the d o d o n  of p m p d  p m n e  
laod may tc consided at the discretion of the ~ i d r  Holdds), as d t  towad the 
p m &  of &cam. 

18. Aquatic speciy in Travis Camp -wil l  m Qiiriitially be included in the lia of s+a of mmrn 
under the regional 10(a) pennit The City of Austin and Teras Pa& & Wiimc Depamnent 
havc established an Aquatic Biologid Advisory Team to ad- the a m a t i o n  n d  of 
those s;pis. The ismaxe and uu of Parzicipation W c a t a  mdcr p e e t  ~ . u d  
h m  shouid ocver be conditiontd u p ~ n  ob*g a permit or m d g  any mpkmenrs that 
may be p & M  in the fururc for the protection of such a q d c  species. 

19. Pennit Holder(s) will be mnsioh for reporting lo USFWS regarding development 
appmvafs within their j d a i o m  and panicipation under the rcgiod 1Na) permit (eg 
quisiuon of Parcicipadon W3cates) by development appLicants, and oth& casubg 
arnpliaacc with the condidam of h e  issued permit USFWS will re& primary 
rrsponsibiliry for doiocment adoris hgarjing ompiiance with the Endanger4 S p r k r  An 
and monitoring coriplimo: of all individual 1Wa) permits as well as the sgionallO(a) 
ptrmit 

Under this i t .  USFWS will continue to have thisole ~sponsibility m determine and 
approve (1) the p v e  boundaries, (2) which @w n r d  a pennit due tn the wcistczlcf: 
of endangered species, and (3) which pmpenics ;lit dgibie to uu Pmkiparion 
within the juridicjond boundarks of the R d  Holders. 

Thc u d s M a  of this regional section lqa)  permit and BCCP will not be the basis for denial 
by USFWS of any individuai k o n  lqa)  permit applicarion in Tra* Counr/. 

PInn Biology and Praene Design 

Preserves arr b a r d  on biological background aircady s u b m i d  @m Phase I & @ d o &  
March 1993. as u p d d  for final @t application). 

Rcwrve land will induck appmximaely 30,428 acres in five major and two minor 
m a ~ ~ s i t c s  to p r o m  species of con- and will be assembled generally at follws: 



City of Austin (currently own&): 
City of Austin (est f u m  ampkition): 

Subtotai 
LCW 
Travis County: 
The N a ~ n  Conservancy: 
0 t h  nudes ( m n t l y  owed): 
TC Tax B e d t  Financing: 
Participation Cezt5icatgs: 

Total 

1 1,285 acres 
297 am 

11578 acres 
CI - 
L,I I? acres 
macres 

4,183 acres 
1,809 acres 
4,000 acres 
5.6I36 acm 

30,428 a m s  * 

Rotmion ofkarsl identified on the &ached USWS Kam List will be hquirerl. An 
acquisition assessmeat of each sire is ~ m m m e n d e d  to te ~ m p l w d  prior to permit kumce. 

- 
Future Land Acquisition Procedure 

Funds fmm CMtilicate sales would be used for B K P  preserve q s e m  land acnacnuisidon and 
BCCP preserve system needs. 

Condemnation p d g  for the public h d t h ,  safety, and welfare may k used to acquire 
land for the prcwes. but ody  as a last rcson and only under the following condinom: 

(1) Not qrriring the land w u i d  endanger tbe Seaion Iqa)  pexmif OR, 
(2) Not acquiring tbe landwdd'cndanger tbc bioiogid integrity of the preYrves. 

AND. 
(3) Thrc is no rearonable alolpativc to the involuntary ccmdcmnation p c d b g s .  - - 

AND, 
(4) T k c  k a reasonable &m that without inyoiuntary swdcmnadon 
p c d h g s  chc habitat will be desrmycd. 

XV. Land Management 

goal of operaring and maintaining the p m e s  should be to conrribure lo ihe m v e r y  
of tbe spxls of conern in an affordable way. which inciudes public education AU other uses of 
the prservci must be compatible with dx primary god of habitat presedou but mmpanble 
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wblic uses should be a l low4 specially if they can be a sou= of revenue to pay the operations 
nd maintenance wsrr. Costs associated with public uy: of a preserve pmpesy that are beyond 

those required for habitat preservation should be die sole mponsibiiiry of ihe manag& parme- in 
- 'charge of the property. 

It is m r n m e n d c d  that the opmtions and maintenance of the prcwrves be tonducd  wiii  
the winancc and s u p p n  of other gonmmenrai entities, volunmr 0%-pnizarions. neighborhood 
~ a d o n s ,  and other organizations that wiiI a g r r  UI cany out the nqmnsibilitis of a managing 
parmer in specrf:k p n s c ~ ~  pperder for p d o e d  periods of rime or for spx;fic ~~~rnaintenancc 

q-chppkpli Warbler preserves p m j p i z  Minimum management responsioiiitier for t.k Gold, 
inciu&: . 

1. EaablishiDg preserve bwndKks through fencing and s ips  on perimem: pmperdes; 

5. AUowing, in cooptradon wiih the pnnit hoidcz and USFWS. any s a d i s  rrrr-uirui to 
maintain the -on 1O(a) permic 

6. Fire, management 

V. Plan Financing Assumptions 

h M.7 xdlion fmm.rfic City of Austin for heir land am-Stion cunrribuuon as a P b t  
.. Holder (S22.minion BCCP bond and 53.7 million for Banon CnckWildnneu Pair), dong 

with carain lands (2562 acres) hdd by the Ciry as of kprembcr. 1992 

2. Travis County shall participate financially by ailccadng to ttr E%m an annual conribihrrdon in 
an amount equal to 1 0 %  of th 0per;itio~ls and maintcnaact (O&M) portion of tax revenue 
from new construcdon on pmperry for which Paxticipaion C k d b l ~ ~  wen: purchased, or 
for which midgarion righfs werc purchased, which shall be used to cornpiere land acquisition. 
for the pmmc system and UI fund q i t a t  bsts for irs a q i d  and desigoared phvr re  

4. $5.90 (see Section VT #6) per Panicipation Cerdftm. Pakipadon t v e b  arc established 
for each of h e  q d e s  of con- and in no case M they greater than one cerdficatt for one 
acre. The parridpation level for known Goiden-cbetkrd Warbier and Blackcapped Vm 
hahitat arc rhe same' l:1 mitigation ndo  and the same per Certificate fee q u i r e m e n t  The 
ictntifiotion a i e  for known habilat are indicated Secdon VIL 
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(ranching and farming) have developed. Exemption of fees or subslantid fez ducdons  
are provided in these sporid provisions. See Section YL Special Provisions. for spediTic 

T k  Plan will index the pricz of Pardciparion Cmificatez to rhe base cost per acre of S5,W 
reviewed on an annual basis, a w r d i n g  to changes in appiiczbie land vaiucs and meeting the 
goal of amplering the phserve system in 20 yean. Cc,criiic;ite fee incr;ases for the Specirl 
Fiovision CezriEicate~ (e.g., routine ranching and farming pramices and single f d y  
raidendal lot ca&goria) are fimitExi to no m o n  than @ropordond) i n r c  assigned ta the 
standard Gxdicates. 

The Plan a include an endowment for h m  O&M The Plan aiil assume that annurl 
O&M. averaging not less than S25 pa rn (in amss dollmj, will be mvered by Permit 
Holdus, Managkg Parmen. or bough in-kind wnnibudons ro the phwrve sysrpln 

Ihe Plan Pemit Holders will continue to seek alternative sounu of funds (beyond the 
p ropod  Participation CcniGcats) as well as alf~rnatiye land q u i d t i o n  methods in order ta 
decTeasc the amount of time n s x s a y  to q u i r e  h e  i h e d g  p w n c s  to no more rhan 
five (5) years, 

One method oi  financing, to be maluaud for prarrrr acquisition will be the issuance of 
Green Bonds andlor othcr innovative t s h i q u a .  Green Bonds would be seared by ttr 
anticipated meam of midgadon paymeats under the P h  and pdd  bbadcairh interat on a 
cashflow redemption bas* B t a u v  Green Bonds would M y  not be marketable in 
traditiod bond mar3rets. bey would tt target m a i r e d  to major charirable. mnsavation 
and business organhatiom with a cansenation mission or other m n g  inmest in promoting 
the acquisition of habitat 

Specid Provisions 

USFWS has a smadined individual 10(a) parmit p n m r  available to landowners for 
51300 (see W o n  V. #6) for a quii fybg lo& rran. or p d  It is cornpietuf by an 
infertsted landoamer in less than 60 days (including a mpircd M-day comment period). 

A€ter ivuaoct of the regional 10(a) permir the S@ Rovisionr Cerdi- for ranches 
and farmu3 and for mnsuucrion of singie family dwelling on &sting ioa  wiil be available 
through the Permit Hoider(s) for S 1 S O  (see Section V. X6). Landownm outside the 
jurisdiction of P d t  Holdu(s) wiU nni to p- authorization h m  USFWS iftheir 
40s wiU"takcu a fc&dly listed spedes. 
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Single Farniiy Residential Lot Provision - 

VIL Determination of Acreage For- Caicuiation OI Pardupation Ce'tlbcnta 



- -requirements will nor acnunulate w k n  habitat for more thvl one species of c o n m  is 
present). However, the cdcdafion that produas the highest levci of mrdticates to midg;don 
area, as described below, wiil be assessed. 

- 2. The Rrrnit Holder(s) will provide de;txmha.tions of midgadon ~ e a  by appl*g a simui.iiied 
approach approved by the USFKS and QAX sell Panicipation Ceficares to landowners znd 
developers within its juridiction b a d  on this approach. 

3. Any landowner. or developer a wkbing to use the simpiirid approach may pdt ion  the 
U S W S  to Q~xinine tbe deveiopment's acrual incidentd 'take' (both direct and indhxzz.) and 
to tramlate it into terms of an amage determinarion. The w e  determinvion cza ihen be 
used by the applicant to purchase BCCP Panicipadon CeniErater. ar a 1:1 d o .  

a. In all such ~ a 5 e ~ ,  the &terminadon of the USFIVS wiu take @ n c  over my d c ! -  
minations f b r n  the simplified approach dercribed he& Accrrrdingly. d e ~ n n i r d o n s  . , 

by tbc USFWS ~ n v e y c d  in a valid W o n  9 l+nn t a k  prectdence over dc%mmamns 
under the simplified appro& 

b. A landowner s d 5 n g  an individual permit who chooses to pay mitigadon acreages w s ~  
via the ngiond Pmicipaion Fee ~f~ucaue will sdU retain the obligation of accomplishing 
othc rmdics and requiremeats asswcd through rbe individud review. 

c Standardlong-term opemion andmaintenanctmntwhichrnigiitk assessedthmu&or 
may be dexived fmm the individual review by U S F W  may be waived by the Permit 
Holdez(s) for :.:ndomes paying the regional Paaidpadon Fees. 

1. W X b k  habitat %"a h -cd by the kTIl i t  HoldfXS fm maps and A d  pholos 
vrornpanying 'Golden-&& Warbler Hahirat Anaiysk'' prrparcd for the USFWS by 
DLS Assodatcs ( h e  1993) as npdartd pcriodidy. 

1 The idmdfication criteria for h o r n  habitat will be provided by the Pcmit Holdes and will 
be based on DLS Asrociates map umcs using a rimpiifid appmafh as follows: 

1. In Zone 1 ("Habitat known to mppon w;ubtnm). one t~sificate covers one acre o t  
mitigation arta 

b. In Zone 2 ('Undetmnind"). a certificate covers two arxz of mitigation a r a  

c.. In Zone 3 ("Doa not s&on warblers"). no cndfme is r e q d  



- 1. The idendiication criteria for h o w n  habitat wiil be provided by the Pernit Holden bas& on 
a simplified approxn as follows: 

a. Virc3 habitat wil be dearmined by P e d t  Holden b a s d  on a i l  m a t  survey 
information provided by USFW. 

b. One Pudcipation Cedicate myas one a m  of midpation area 

Karst habirat will k &remind from 'Geological Connols on Cave Development and the 
Dimioution o i  Cave Fauna in the Austin, Texas, Region." prepared for USFHS by Geoge 
Veni & Asscrciates (April 1991), as updated periodically. 

a In Zane 1 ( " A m  b o w  m mnrain endangered cave qxr5e.s'') and ZMle 2 CAW thar 
pmbably mntah  endangered cave spies"), one cerdficate a v e r s  100 axes of karst 
mitigation area ic the Participation Fee is 555 per acre of Zone 1 or 2 karst habitar 

Participation Fecs calcutated under tk m&odology d s c d x d  in item 2 are payable in 
increments of one acre. 

YIIL Proposed. Roies of Antiapated Participants in the Shared Vision 

A USFWYDeparment of the Inmior Role 

Ray individual l q a )  pcmrit applications, including alternative nvitw of midpation 
rmuiremmtr for landownen not wishing to uLilizc the simplified appmach under rbc 

Ruche and main& the Balcona Canyonlands National Wddlife Refuge. 

Implement a small lot owner cxpaEted proass. 

Edorcement of comptiana with hdividuallO(a) pmnh and the regional 1Qa) p n i r  
Rrsponsibk for ennuing that individuals obtain appropriate and sufficient mitigarion 
under the Endangered Species Act 



-. 

6 .  USFW wiil. through a conuactual arrangement with the permit hoides, adminisrer the 
issuance and redemption of the Cxtificam. USFWS snail be obliga& LO seil 
~ f i c a ~ f x  subjeci only to rhe conditions of the sefnon iOfa) p e ~ r  

3. City of Austin Role 

1. Permit Holder and Managing Parme:. 

2. Mainlain preserves in Banon Ge& and South Lake Ailscin macmsiis and other City 
lands wnmouwi to preserves. 

3. Eater inm formal a p r n e n t s  airh other Permit Holders and Managing Parmen to 
mure s u m  of the Plan and ta administer raquired pmpias inciuding the 
acquisition and minagernat of land to complete the prescw. 

4. Repon on a limely hasis to USFWS (to be @ed in the terms of the pennit) on 
status of development appmvalr. assessments and payment of Participadon Fees wirbin 
the regional 10(a) permit boundary. (?I& iquircmenr would apply LO all Permil 
Holdea) 

C Travis Counry Role 

1. Permit Holder and Managing Partner. 

2, Maintain cunent Counry parkLand identified as preserves. 

3. As a e t  Holder and Maaaging Pama,  enter into f o m d  agrrsnenrs to asnm: ' 
s u m  of the Plan andfor administer required pmgramz including the acquiduon and 
managcntent of land to complw: tbe pnserves 

\ 

D. Tcxas Parks &Wildlife Deparment Role (TWD) 

E Lowa Colorado RivcrAutbority Role 
- 

1. As a Managing Partner, enm into a fomal aghrment wirh rh Pumir Holders to 
manage its preserve lands for th public and envimnmenel bencfir in a c c o r d p ~  with 
the q u k m c n t s  of tbe regional 1qa) permit 



T ~ ~ = r = c = e a & s  t e x z c a  
Necle?t=neta myopica 
Texella r e d d e l l i  
m , exel la  rsgesi 
Rhac i~e  persepnone 
Texia=aurops redde l l f  

Cz=eccrr 2 Review SaecFes: 

Other Soecies af Concern: 

SphatLaplana mohri 
Phreatodrobia punctata 
Phzeatodrobia nugax nugax 
Stygopyrgzs har tonensis  
,,Candona ep. . s r agna l i s  
Ciiecidatea r e d d e l l i  
Tzic3onisckae N. S. 
H ~ c s n f s r ~ s  N. S. 
Cic=,la war=sni 
C i c z r h a  e U o t i  
CLczzina bandida 
Cinritia r e d d e l l i  
CicJt ina r eyes i  
Ciruha a e v a  
Cicurina mavisae  
Healeptoneta cocinua 
Neoleptoneta. devia 
Eichtannella rec lusa  
Aphrasta&thonius N. S. 
Tarrarocxeagris comanche 
Tar=arocreagris r e d d e l l i  
T k h a r o c r e a g r d  N. S . 2 
Tarrarocreagris  N. S. 3 
Texella N. S. 2 
Speodesmus N. S. 
Rhedine s. srtbterzanea 
Khadine s. m i t c h e l l i  
Rha&ine auscinica 

Canyon Mock-ar-&ge. 
Hracted tsriszf lower 
Texzlbama crscsn 

FI i l t lOrsn  
Sna i l  
s n a i l  
s n a i l  
ostracod 
  so pod 
  so pod 
  so pod 
sp ider  
sp ider  
sp ider  
spider  
sp ider  
s p i d e r  
sp ide r  
sp ider  
sp ide r  
Spider 
P s e u d o a c o ~ i o n  
New Comanche Trail Czve h-es&an 
Pseudoacor;?ian 
Pseudoscor~ion 
P s e u d o a c o ~ i o n  
Earvestman 
Killepede 
Graund Beetle 
Ground Beetle 
Ground Beetle 
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COT=?.EG C A E ,  F O S S I L  WVT, E'OSSIL G m 9  
CAVE:, NO 2S:T CbVE:, X C E Z  BAT G V Z ,  
W L C O N  C A E  , ;c Ily'ville J e w e l  C a v e  
M i l l F p d e  C z v e ,  ( 17  caves in Wil l imscn  
C z u n t y  ) 
?JEE?. CAVE, EETSCZS-9.9 CAVE:, TOOTE C=rY.Tz 
(13 C t v e =  Fz  6 i l l i c s o n  C s u n t " ? )  
;1IZ-u2..H S C,Zj', , Xv.C;i C A E ,  BAND I= CXVZ , EEZ 
C X E I C  CAVE:, 3LOWiSG S I N K ,  CXVZ 'L, C A E  X ,  
DLS"?,ICT P.-l-?. CAVZ, F L I N T  RIDGE CLVE, GZT 
DOhX CXVZ, Z ? . ? = - W I S  CAVZ, LOST GOLD C A E ,  
LOST O A S I S  C X E  , F_'rOL3 2UN C;1VE, MIDXIGET 
CAVZ: , ? E m I Z  ' S C\VE:, kiZ';L200L C A E ,  
S s r e n a i s i z ; r  cave, S g y g l a s s  C a v e ,  S u n s e r  
V a l l e y  C z v e ,  E e c j c e t z '  s C a v e  ( 9 )  , B r o k e n  
S t z a w  C a v e ,  F i v e  ?ccker C a v e ,  G r a s s y  Cave 
C z v e  (D ) , 

( D )  = D e s = r o y e d  
C z v e s  w i t h  a l l  C.3.FIT;sLS a r e  tLcce F a e n t i f l e a  f o r  p r o t e c = L o n . .  
7 = P o a i t k ~ e  i d e n t i f i c a c i a n  nc= m a d e .  



=COKES m O N L A 2 ; I D S  COHSE?.VATION P m  
Shared Vision Fundinq Assumptions 

City of Austin has issued Cinera l  Obligat icn Bonds r o t c l i n g  $ 2 5 . 7  
nillion t o  acquire 9,016 acres in a d d i t i o n  r o  2 , 5 6 2  ccres of lands 
previously held by t h e  City t o  contz ibute  t o  t he  XC? preserve 
system. The new lana  ecqu i s i t i on  program was fUnd@d by :.992 BCCP 

B~rtan Creek bond ~uthority of $22.0 million and a  parc icn of 19,- 
Wildeness Park bond authority of $3.7 mi l l ion .  The City will 
complete a l l  its' lana acqu i s i t i on  with t h e  1 9 9 2  band a u t h o r i t i e s  
bv the end of 1994-95. The timing of the  C i t y ' s  bond s a l e s  and 
? k e  interest costs were as fol lows: 

Debt service f o r  these  bonds w i l l  be funded by $46,692,372 i n  
property t a x  revenue. 

The City will acqui re  2 ,817  ac res  through use of cvc l lab le  p a r t i -  
c ipa t ion  certificrte revenue f r o m  the p r i v c t e  sector ( s e e  below). 

The Ci ty  w i l l  acquire a  conservation easement f r ~ m  the  Texas 
Nature Conservancy (TNC) of 3 , 8 0 2  acres  out of t he  4 , 0 2 3  ac re s  of  
the ~p lands /Swee twa te r~anch  t r a c t s .  These w i l l  be managed by the 
a t  a  CGSZ of $43,000 per year, based an an agreement with Freeport 
Xclioran Proper t ies ,  as a p a r t  of t h e  BCC? preserre system.. The 
estimated value of these t r a c t s  is  $7,764,390.  

mavis County will manage 507 acres  of i ts current  lands as  a parr  
of the BCCP preserve system, and acquire  snd rnancge an addit ion21 
6 ,818  acres of, land and karsr  areas through t h e  use of tax benefit 
financing ( 4 , 0 0 0  ac re s )  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  c e r z i f i c a t e  revenue 
(2,818 acres)  from .the private s e c t o r  (see below). 

Lbwer Colorado Authority (LCRA) w i l l  'mznaqe 2 , 7 1 7 '  acres of its 
lands i n  Travis County as a p a r t  of t h e  BCCP preserve system. 

Imt i tx t iona l /non-pmf i t  gmups such a s  Travis ~ u d o b o n  Society,  
the TSC,  the Universi ty of Texas, two 'Hunicipal U t i l i t y  D i s t r i c t s  
(Ems ) and t h e  Vil lage of Sunset. Valley will mannge 5 , 9 9 2  acres as 
a part of the BCCP preserve system. 

The private s e c t o r  w i l l  fund t h e  balance of. the BCCP preserve 
system by purchase of Pa r t i c ipa t ion  Cert if icates a t  $5,500 per  
acre mitigated (5 ,635  a c r e s ) .  (For purposes of the Plan, the cos t  
of a l l  prospective land a c q u i s i t i m  using pr iva te  o r  pub l ic  s ec to r  
funding assume a  land acqu i s i t i on  c o s t  of $5,500 per  acre ,  u n t i l  
the BCCP preserve system is  complete.) 
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- --.--?ants Ere Genera l  Assumptions: Land inenaqement c o s t s  for a l l  
indexed a t  r a t e  of 4.0% per y e a r  through 2013, cnd 3 . 5 1  per  yeax 
through 2023. Current  d o l l c r  l and  maneqement c o s t s  f o r  a l l  Plcn 
~ a r t i c i p a n t s ,  unless otherwise s t a t e d ,  i s  at a  c a r r e n t  cost of 
$25.00 per acre.  

o A u s t i n  w i l l  provide land m k g e m e n t ,  a t  a c u r r e n t  c o s t  of $35.00 
per  a c r e ,  p r h a r i l y  i n  t h e  South Lake A u s t i n  and Barron =eek 
macras i t e s  and on l and  awned by t h e  C i t y  p r i o r  t o  1592 in t h e  
o t h e r  macrosites.  

a P l a p  Administrat ion w i l l  be provided by A u s t i n  end T r r v i s  County, 
- 

a t  c u r r e n t  p a s i c i p c t i o n  l e v e l s  through 1995-96, end then  w i l l  be 
reduced t o  $170,000 per veer i n  1996-97 d o l l a r s  t h e r e a f r e z .  

0 R a v f e  Comty w i l l  provide l and  management a t  a  c u r r e n t  c o s t  of 
$35.00 pe r  a c r e ,  on its e x i s t i n g  t r a c t s ,  4,000 ac res  of land 
a c q u i r e d  with t a x  b e n e f i t  f inanc ing ,  and 2 , s  18 ac res  land acquired 
v i t h  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  c e r t i f i c a t e  funding from t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  

o LCRA w i l l  land manage an e x i s t i n g  2,717 acres l n  Travis  County. 

0 Genera l  In-kind Services f o r  l and  management on the balance of t h e  
unmanaged acreage would be provided by o t h e r  parzies a t  a c u r r e n t  
sost  of $25.00 per ac re .  Othe r  l and  managers may be a b l e  t o  
c o l l e c t  u s e r  f e e s  to o f f s e t  a  p o r t i o n  of t h e i r  land  management 

0 A a s t h  Drainage Utility Revenue is 2.00 p e r c e n t  of drainage fee 
revenues dedicated t o  fund BCCP O&X (see pro  f o m a  f o r  annual 
levels). T h i s  fee revenue ia based on the  g x i s t i n q  service a r e a  
( c u r r e n t l y  Austin city l i m i t s ) ,  f o r  w a t e r  quality b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e  
BCCP t o  t h e  Drainage U t i l i t y .  An annual 2.0 p e r c e n t  s e r v i c e  area 
growth rate is  assumed and t h e  revenue g e n e r a t e d  over  30 years is 
$12,483,103 thcough 2023. Monthly inc rementa l  impact and t o t a l  
charges, a t  t h e  2.00 p e r c e n t  level,. on t h e  following 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  b i l l s  a t  c u r r e n t  r a t e s  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t o  be: - 

Increment T o t a l  B i l l  -- -------- 
Resident ia l  $0.08 
Convenience S to re  $0 .21  
Uzqe Grocery .Store $2.4.7 
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Austin General Pund Support  w i l l  continue a t  carrent l eve l s  
through 1935-96 and t h e n  be reduced t o  t h e  l e v e l  discussed under 
Pfnn Administrctfon. Totrl funding is $ 4 , 4 1 8 , 3 0 0  through 2023. 

Travis County General Pund Support w i l l  con t inue  a t  current l e v e l s  
through 1995-96 and t h e n  be reciuced t o  t h e  l e v e l  d iscussed  under 
P l an  Administration. T o t d  funding is $ 4 , 0 0 9 , 0 0 0  through 2023. 

LC=RZL in-kind land  managenent c o n t r i b u t i ~ n s ,  t h o u g h  2 0 2 3 ,  c r e  
valued a t  $ 3 , 4 3 6 , 4 3 8 .  

Travis County land management c o n t r i b u t i o n s  are based on a v a i l a b l e  
tax b e n e f i t  funding and t iming o f - l a n d  a c q u i s i t i o n  accomplished by 
t h e  County. Fundin9 would be $ 9 , 6 6 5 , 3 5 7  an up t o  7 , 3 2 5  c c r s  
through 2 0 2 3 .  

Austin Water & Wastevater in-kind l and  management c o n t r a u t i o n s ,  
through 2 0 2 3 ,  a r e  valued a t  $321,416.  

&nera l  In-Kind rand management c o n t r i b u t i o n s  from o t h e r  pEl=tCies, 
on up t o  7,024 acres c r e  valued a t  $ 8 , 2 5 2 , 4 9 6  under t h e  Plzn. 
These p a r t i e s  would be able t o  c o l l e c r  u s e r  f e e s t o  offser some o r  
all of t h e i r  land management c o s t s .  

o T e a  H a t u r e  Conservancy. through t h e  . uplands /sweetwater Rrnch 
agrexnents prov ide  $1 ,247 ,000  o f  l a n d  management through 2023. 

o P a r t i c i p a t i o n  C e r t i f i c a t e  Contingency of  $100 per acre, from the 
$ 5 , 5 0 0  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Fee i s  reserved as  a contingency r e l a t e d t ~  
the small landowner opt ion  and for u n a n t i c i p a t e d  expenses relrted 
t o  presenre zystem land management. (None of t h i s  funding is 
assumed to be used f o r  ObB Requirements.) 

o 'Interest Income on t h e  working capital balance  provided,by Austin 
Drainage U t i l i t y  revenue and t h e  $100 p o r t i o n .  of the Certificates 

' 

fs i n v e s t e d . a t  an annual r a t e  of. 5.0% a n d  provides income of  
I 

$1,486,235 under the Plan. 

It sfiould.be noted t h a t ,  no assumption is made i n  the  pro foma for 
t h e  va lue .o f  land management by e n t i t i e s  inc luded i n  t h e  preserve 
system acreage a s  Travis Audobon Soc ie ty ,  Unive r s i ty  of Texas, two t 
municipal u t i l i t y  d i s t r i c t s  and Sunser  Val ley with combined. con t r i -  
but ions  t o t a l i n g  1,194 ac res .  This va lue  .would probably be i n  t h e  
range of $1.5 m i l l i o n ,  at a c u r r e n t  c o s t  of $25  p e r  acre.  

o The BCCP Preserve System t o t a l s  30,428 acres and is  managed by t h e  
various parzies on a year- to-year  basis  as s e t  f o r t h  on the BCCP 
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Preserve System Acreege provided  wi th  t h e  pro f c - n r .  

o TLe 9CC? Presene S y s t e m  i s  f u l l y  acquired by t h e  end of 2012-13. 

o T2e Preserve System a c q u i s i t i o n ,  of t h e  remaining 0,635 a c r e s ,  i s  
in t h e  following g e n e r a l  o r d e r  of Prese5e Xmagernenf. Yacros i t e s :  

-. Cypress Creek - South Lake ~ u s t i n / ~ r ~ o n  Creek 

These p r i o r i t i e ~  -npact the amo:nt of OhX requirements from t h e  
t w o  primary lanc .:anagers (Traviq C~unty and A u s t i n ) ,  and would 
cbanqe i f  t h e  priorities were d i f f e r e a r .  (i. e. The - f a s t e r  land 
is acquired t h e  h i g h e r  t h e  t o t a l  p lan  c o s t  f o r  O&X through 2 0 2 3 ,  
since OCM c ~ s t s  are nor i n c u r r e d  u n t i l  the l a n d  is acqu i red . )  

o Land development assumptions and r e l r t e d  m i t i g a t i o n  ac reage  are 
documented on a year- to-year  b a s i s  a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  p r o  forma. 

a Providers of Land Eanagement and Prese3e Land a r e  summarized and 
d e t a i l e d  by macrosi te  a t  complet ion of  t h e  full prese rve  s y s t e n  as 

i itn attachment. 



Bhlf iOHES W O W S  COHSPXVATIOH PIAN 
Funding Sum-1 1932-2023 

(July 18, 1995) 

Land Acquisition (Public) 
City of Ausrin 
Travis County 
City of Austin Debt S e n i c e  In te resc  

Land Acquisi t ion ( P r i v a t e  Sec tor )  
Preserve System 0perzt ions  & Waiztenance 

SOURCZS OP FUNDS: 
Froper+y Tax Revenue 

- 
Travis County TEX Benef i t  Fundbg * 
Land Acquisition ( P r i v a t e  Pa r t i c ipa t ion )  * 
Austin Drainage U t i l i t y  (Land Ecnagement) 
Austin General Fund Support 
Travis County General Fund Suppo" 
X R A  Land Management 
Travis County Land Eanaqement* 
Austin Water & Wastewater Land Yanaqernent 
General In-Kind S e n i c e s  (Tiand Hancgenent) 
Texas Nature Conservancy, ( u p l a d s  /sweetwater) 
Fa r t i c ipa t ion  Fee Contingency ($100 per Acre) 
I n t e r e s t  Income . 

SW-TCfmL SOUR(IES OF PmDs 
s s  : Working Cap i t a l  Balance 

Contingency Reserre (PaxZicigation Fees ) 

* s t o n  of $5,500 per a c r e  of hab i t ac  mi t igated on I 
5,739 acres ,  in conjunction with Txavis County Tax Benef i t  iunding 
of - $lO,OOO, 000 for land acquisi t ion, .  land improvements and k a r s r  
a c ~ i s i t i o n ,  would complete t h e  preserve nysca by t h e  end o f  FY; 
2013 and fund a contingency reserve o f  f l t4 l1 ,848 .  Lt should be 
noted t h a t  $7,764 I 3 9 0  o f  p r iva t e  pa r t i c ipa t ion  is  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
estimated va lue  of t h e  4 . 023 acre Uplands and Sweerwa te r  Trac t s .  

~ r a v i s  county purchases 6,818 acres of t he  remaining l and  t o  be 

3 

acquired (9,635 a c r e s ) ,  funded through t ax  benef i t  f incncing (4,000 
a c e s )  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  fees from the  pr iva te  sec%or (2,818 
a c e s )  The County manages a l l  t h i s  land plus its o m  507 acres. 

The City manages 7,685 acres throughout t h e  Plan. and ?.025 acres 
ase w a g e d  through t h e  use. of General In-Kind S e ~ i c e s .  













EAXONES CMI'YONLXNDS CDHSWVATION PLAN 

Acreage Documentation at F u l l  Preserve S y s t w  
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Zone 3 
(Not Habitat) 

Figure I .  Description of W a d e r  Xabirm Zow 

Zone 1 - Known O ~ c i e d  Habitat - l h t m m k d  fmm a m a l  sighdogs. 
Participation Fee is $5,500 per acre. 

Zone 2 - Possible habitat ( b a d  on vegetation charac~sdcs)  but 
no infomarion available from acaral field surveys. 
pmicpation Fte is $5m per 2 m, or $2;150 per acre 

Zcne 3 - Not Occupied Warbler Habitat (based on land use, 
vegetation characteristics, and/or actual field surveys). 
No Participation Fees required. 



Zone 3 - 
Not Rubirat 

Figure 2. Simple E=nmples 

Pmparp A: h d g  lot (befoh 5 l W )  q IO 10 MJ. in habius p r o p o d  for ody 
one & s @ e - f d y  homr  W S1908. - 

mperr). B: s a c s  &ydopmm(. dl ia hahi= Fe: 5 a m  i S S - q X 1 =  $27-W. 

pmm C: imam &vdopmmt, all h a b i a ~  Fr: 1W a c r ~  x SSFW = S 5 5 0 , W .  

P m p  D: lmirc descioprnsnr lii in ZDnc 2 Fs;: (100 a m  + 2) x $ 5 9  = S275,OW. 

hpem E: lWam d c v d o p m a ~  no habiui No participation fee q u i d  
6 



Zone 3 - 
Not Habitm 

Figure 3. Pmjeas Wnich Overlap Two or More Zones 

Pmpcrty F: 1Wam dcvnlopmmt prwposik'50 w in habizat, M axes not iD habiw - Fer: ( 5 0 a c f i i x S 5 $ 0 0 ) + z u o = ~ 5 ~ .  

Ropvrg G: 103-am developmat pmpasak M ap.es in habirat M acres in pcssiblc 
hahim k: (50 acres x 55500)  t (25 acrs x S S m )  =$41f5W. . 

P m p q  H: 100-am devclopmcnt proposal: 50 acxs in possitlle habitar 50 acres not in 
habitat k: (25 acres x S5m) + LUT) = S W7,5&). 

Pmpeq I: l ~ a c r e  ckvciopmcnt props& one thLd of roja in each zone. 
(32-113 acra  x 55,500) + (16-23 a m  x SyW) =$275,MW). P 
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Figure 5b. Pammn'p&n Fee A m  for "Rml Worid" ErnmpIe 



LEGAL A U T H O W  

There is a wide range of existing constitutional and statutory powers vested in local and szc 
units of government which clcariy enables the paniciparing rwitics t~ adopt and impiemeni 
the Balcones Canyoniands Coawrration Plan (BCtP). The City of Austin as a home-iuie 
dry may umk any power audio& by irs charrer as long as it is not inconshlent ~4th  it 
csnstirution and general laws of rhe siate m. Consr an XI. sa3.5: Tcr  LDcal g o n  Codc 
scc. 51.072). Thc primary authority of Travis County to adopt and edorce h e  B E ?  is 
found in Parks and Wildlife Gxie Senion 83.W. This w-uon p m v i h  a framework for z 
rcPi0na.i plan ad empowen cities within W e x r r a - ~ t o r i a i  jrnidicion and c o m b  ro 
d b p t  and d o r c c  a p h .  

Municipaiidcr and counties have bmad consiitutionai and narutoq authoriry to issue bonds 
axd levy taxes for the purposcr of acquiring and mainraining paklanh.  Local Govrnmenr 
f ode Scction 33 1 authorizes municipaiitier and coundrJ lo issue bonds and levy taxes to 
muire and maintain pakland and to enter into agreements cvim T m  Paris and Wildlife 
Depamnent for land management I 

Tbe Texas Ineriocal Cwperanon A u  authorizes multi-agency agrrmenrs among polidcd 
subdivisions m allow assignment of fmcial ,  manaprnenr and enfarccrnent rcspondbilitics. ., 





APPENDIX "B" 

INFRASTRUCTURE PLAbiNING 

Revised March, 1996 





Introduction 

While the issuance oi the k n o n  IOfa) p e m t  wiil ~ r o t x i e  a broad gan t  oi aurhoniy to 
allow habitat conversions througnout the 3CCP conservztion area, there are nevertheks many 
public inhastntcmre projects and ac$,-ities wnich must connnue to operate md be expanded. in 
s m e  cases inside or along the boundaries of designated presemes. To the extent possi'oie, it is 
advantageous to all parnes concerned to speciiy all likely CF (Capital Improvements Program) 
construction, =Nice extensions, routine operations and mainre-wnce work, and the gmgiaphicd 
extent of tho= operations, in and adjacent to presm-es. Any oppontlniry for midgating the impaci 
of infrastructure on species of concern should be pianned and pursued. T'nis xction of the pian 
contains detailed definitions, guidelines, and tables which reiate to the desigr+ion, consmction, 
operation, and maintenance of utility and infrastructure corridors in or adjacent to the BCC? 
preserve system. 

The intent of designing infrastructure conridors is to assure that new utility faalities a d  
corridors that have the potential to impact designated habitat preserves adversely wiil be routed 
within specified "infrastructure corridors" which define the placement or alignment of utility 
facilities in the immediate vicinity of the preserves. Examples of faciiities whicn will be 
constructed at specific site locations indude water and wastewater treatment plants, pump stations, 
and substations. Examples of fad t ies  which will be constructed along infrastructure conidors 
indude easements and right-of-ways (ROWS) for roads and electric, ga, telephone, cable. water 
and wastewater transmission and distribution lines. Such easements and right-of-ways are limited 
to the legitimate needs of that utility or x d c e  provider and should not be transferred or used for 
non-utility purposes. 

,'. 
The principal objective is to provide future community services and facilities in a manner 

consistent with the objectives of habitat consenation, i.e., in a manner which minimizes habitat 
conversions and fragmentation. A second objective is to reduce the overall economic cost of providing 
public services to the area. Planning in advance for future inirastrucmre ne& and delimiting the 
number and location of infrastructure corridors in and adjacent to pre=e,rve areas wiil aid in 
accomplishing these objectives. 

Ultimate decisions on the locations. construction, operation, and maintenance of utilities 
within infrastructure corridors must remain with the responsible senice provider or agency, after 
consultation with the BCCP Coordinating Committee. Access for repair and maintenance of 
facilities wiII be allowed, with reawnable restrictions to ensure plan compatibility. 

Conflict Re~ iu t ion  Process. , .  

Service providers and the Coordinating Committee Lcretary shall negotiate mutually 
apreeable procedures, schedules and decisions to provide for the desiy.  construction, operation and 
maintenance of facilities while attempting to minimize impacts on the BCCP preserves. If any 
issue cannot be satisfactorify resolved between these parties, then either the Coordinating 
Committee Secretary or any of the service providers may piace the issue on the agenda of the BCCP 
Coordinating Conqittee for resolution and/or direction, 



Any other party with an interest in the outcome of the pmceciures, xheduies or decisions 
may, on their own initiative, rquest the aCCT Coordinating Committee to piace a related item on 
their agenda. 1 

hkastructure corridors are located within habitat presarves to provide for the es,untial ' 

and continuing public needs for utilities and roadways. New fadiities wiil be routed ouaide oi the 
habitat preserves, except as pro$lded for by the pian. Where faciiities cross habitat p r w p e s  or 

I 
enter the preserves to serve customers, the guidelines oi this section (including guidelines for new' 
construction, operation and maintenance) will prevail. The Presrve Land Management PLns and 
the Land Management Guidelines snail accomodate corridors for existing and added fadiities and 

I 
designated new or expanded corridors. Gxanging conditions overthe life of this permit m y  require 
the addition or realignment of comdors. In that event, the modification procedures of the K C P  
and hteriocal Apreement wiil be followd. The Coorainating Coinmittee s h l l  approve.expansions 
of existingcorridon and construc5on af planned corridors 'before commaion k$m. i 

Definitions 

The Coordinatine Committee Secretam, within h e  context of the BCCP, is tie entity 
1 

I 
responsible for meeting the ZO(a) permit conditions with respect to preserve managemest: or an 
entity delegated those responsibilities by the Coordinating Committee -c.eCretary. 

Utilitv provider, serrice ~rovider ,  and dub1 ic and private utili tv, alI within the I 
appropriate context, refer to agencies dr public companies that provide and maintain roadway, 
electric, water, wastewater, p s ,  cable TV, and/or communication facilities. These indude those 
utilities which are associated with the Perrmt kioldersdMana$ng Partners and are therefore 
automaticaily covered by the permit and those utilities which are not assodated with the Permit 
HoiderslManaging Partners and are thereiore not covered by the permit. 

The utilities associated with the Permit Holders/Managing Partners indude the 
foiIowing the Lower Colorado River Authority, City of Austin Electric Utility, Pedemaies 
Elecmr Cooperative, City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility, Travis County Tmportation 
and N a m i  Resources Depanment, Gty of Austin Pubiic. Works and Transportation Deprtment, 
and City of Austin 'Drainage Utility. 

Other utilities which are not currently associated with the Permit HoidedMcfanaging 
Partners indude, but not limited to, the foilowing: Travis County Water Controi-and Impvement 
District #17, Lost Creek Municipal Utility District, Texas Department of Trans~ortation, 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Southern Union Gas Company, and Austin CEoieVision, a 
division of Time Warner Cable, a division of Time Warner Entertainment Company, L.P. 
Consequently, references t- utilities and services are also intended to include the faalities 
consmcted by or maintains by any of the companies or agencies named above, for spfdfc utility 
puqY3ses. 

Tvws of Comdors 

I. Primarv: Existing comdors that aJready have utility or. roadway stmctun?s within them 
and that should. receive. the major share of new structure development and service actib-ity in thf 
future. There are two sub-types of primary comdors: 



A. Those corridors oi critical importance into which consiaerabie new act+,4ty wiil be 
channeled. Tnese corridors may be widened up to the maximum width specified. Xddiiiond 
preserveacreage was inciuded in the final total 30,428 a c r s  oi the ECu3 preserves in order to 
mitigate (at a ratis, oi 5:i) in advance for the ~ t e n t i a l  widening oi existing comklors within the 
preserves by those utiiities aswciated with the Perrnit Eolders/Xiaria~ng Pzrmers. 3s: :;?2 

anticipated loss of preserve due to this future expansion wiil need to 'w o i i ~ !  by tho= s z r x e  
providers undertaking the action who are not associated with the Pemit  Eoiciers/Managkig 
Partners. Cornpenstion for i rnpae~ on the preserve wiil be negotiated Detween :he Coorairainp 
Committee &etary and b e  utiiity and m y  tzke the form of irnpacr asssments.  annual lic=rtSr,g 
agreements, and/or Utility Par:iciprition Certificates. .U_EC), compensririon wiil be require4 by 
certain COA utilities which have not spxiiiczily dedicated land within the p r e ~ ~ e s .  . 

B. Major coridors of high importance, which may need at some time in the future !o be 
, 

widened in whole or in part. Widening may take place both by those utiIities associated wit+ the 
a Pemit  Holderslhiianaging Partners and by those utilities not asssciated with the Permit 

Holders/Mana@ng Parmess, according to the conditions descri'ceti above in paragaph 1A. 

Z Secondant: Existing corridors that already have utifity or roadway structures within 
them and.for which no widening is to occur. 'Ilere are two sub-types of xrondary corridors. 

A. Corridors that should not receive additional deveiopment that would contfibute to 
loss of habitat outside of the corzdor. 

B. Corridors that should be p h a d  out if and when possible. 

3. Planned: Corridors in which facilities have not yet been constructed. These have been 
reduced to a limited number and are listed individually in Tabie 1 ("BCD Planned Corridors"). 
Additional preserve acreage was induded in the final totai 30,428 acres of the BCCP preserves in 

' order to mitigate (at a ratio of 51) in advance for the potential future use of planned conidors 
within the presemes by those utilities associated with the Pennit Holden/Managing Partners. 
However, any antiapated future loss of habitat will need to be offset by those semice providers 
undertaking the action who are not assodated with the Permit Hoiders/Manaping Partners. 
Compensation for impacts on the p r m e  will be neptiated beween the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary and the utility and may take the form of impact assessments, annual licensing 
agreements, and/or Utility Participation Certificates. Also, compensation will be required by 
. certair, COA utilities wnich have not specifically dedicated land within the preserves. 

- 
Existinr Faciii tieq - 

An inventory of existing facilities reveals that several hundred already cross or intzude 
in the area designated for purchase and/or  dedication of habitat preserve, However, u m e  
providers did not partidpate and not all records were located. Furthermore, at the time these 
guidelines were formulated, the precise boundaries of the habitat presemes were unknown. 

Unless othenvise designated, all existing easements, rights-of-way and sites of all 
existing facilities shall be designated as Secondary A type infrasatcture corridors, whether or not 
they are.located or shown on maps prior to BCCP approval. However, existing service lines (feeds) 
to individuai structures shail be designated as Secondary 8. type corridors. The Coordinating 
Committee Secretary shall recognize the rights that accompany the existing easements, rights-of- 
way (ROW) and sites, subject to the new construction and operation and maintenance fO&M) 
guidelines in this section. 



For the pu rposs  of the BCCi) appiication documents, no attempt has been made to 
document the precise locations or clarac:erisScs of existlng faaiit ie and their corridors, Tnis will 1 
be done inthe Preserve Land Managwnent Plans. 

As individual properties are acquired andlor a2dicatei for habitat. the existing 
infrastructure ewments,  ROtV and sires sh i l  k precl-uiy located (?revious survey documents r a y  
be adequate). As the Preserve Management Plans are created for each prezme unit, t h m  pians 

1 
shall document the existing easements, ROW and sites, and show each of them as inirastructure 
comdors. I 

Opportunities will be s~ugh t  in the future to eliminate the existing corridors that are no 
longer needed. However, the corridor designation oi existing easments, ROW and sites can be 
removed oniy with the consent of all serrice providers owning an interest in the asement, ROW or 

I 
. facilities. I 

Repiacernent faciiities and new faciiities may be placed in existing corridors in I 
accordance with the guidelines for new construction and 'O&M, and in compliance with the 
restrictions associated with the type of conidor. Any utiiity provider may negotiate an agreement 
with the owner of the easement or ROW to share the use of such easement or ROW, subject to the 
new construction and O&M guidelines in this section. 

I 
Roadwav Corridors 1 
Table 2 ("ECCP Roadway Corridors") lists the public roadways that moss or border the 

designated presewe areas, and it ]is& the corridor type that each is designated. For Prixmry type ; 
comdors, the table also provides the maximum widths anticipated to be needed for future 
expansion (or alteration) of the existing corridors. The Primary type corridors usually provide for 

. the travel needs of broader areas. In virtually all roadway corridors, other service providers are 1 involved. In some cases, these comdors bordering designated habitat face difficult space and i 

alignment constraints. 

IR some cases, a negotiated realignment of a porrion of the roadway corridor may be 
necessary to overcome constraints. In such cases, the comdor realignment shall be negotiated 
between the preserve landowner, the wv ice  provider =eking the realignment, the Coordinating 
Committee Secretary, and the Coordinating Committee. The acquisition of new eaxments and 
ROW shaiI be negotiated between the preserve landowner and the service provider seeking the 

- easements or ROW. 

Electric transmission corridors contain higher voltage electricai lines, the purpose of 
which is to transport electricity around the system to various substation locations. Transformers at 
the substation locations "step down" the voltage to a distribution voitage level. 

Distribution lines are routed to the individual commercial and residential customers to 
provide service. Electric distribution conidors do not contain transmission lines. 

Transmission lines have wider easement requirements and dearancef, from the ground and 
other objects due to the higher voltages and d d g n  code requirements. These lines can be buiit with 
steel mono-pole structures# steel lattice towers, or wood poles. These lines ant typically a@ for 
purposes of routine maintenance or emergency situations such as storm-dated outages I 

-- 
4- 



Distribution lines are.typicaify seen as the smaller vmod structures buiit parailel to 
rcadways, and which also have telephone and cable xrvice lines attacned. Distribution iines are 
sometinrrrs laid underground. 

. . 

Ektr ic  transmission iines shall be designatEi ;,a Primary B bFe coedors. Dist5ution 
l i n e  wiil be designated as Secondary A type comaors, uniess located within roadways oi higher 
designation or t r a d s s i o n  Iine corridors. 

Planned Comdors 

The need for a limited number of new corridors is antiapated. Planned comaors should be 
restricted to the absolute minimum required to insure public safety and esxntial senice. Every 
effort will be made by the service providers to design these new comdors w that the imps on 

. habitat will be minimized. Table I provides summary information on e d t  planned corridor. Tnese 
corridors shall be incorporated in the Preserve Land Management Plans. The preserve ,... landowner 
shall ailow for the acquisition of easements for approved comdors. Lne pianning and 
implementation of the new corridors shall be neptiaterl between the preserve landowner, the 
sewice provider or designated entity seeking the easements, the Coordinating Committee Serretary 
and the Coordinating Cornrnitte. 

S~ecial Use Tracts 

A few tracts within the designated acquisition areas must be distinguished from the 
preserve tracts. Most of these sites contain some habitat: for species of concern. Consequently, 
separate management plans will be developed for each individual tract to accomodate its speaal 
uses and to protect the species of concern, , 

x~ 1. Zilker Park and the Lower Barton Geek Greenbelt from Gus Fruh District Park at the 
horseshoe bend to Town Lake. This area is heavily congested with existing facilities and 
there will probably be a need for an unknown number of new facilities in the future The 
park is heavily used for public recreational activities and contains numerous paved roads 
'and parking lots. More access and parking may be added. The Fisn and Wildlife Service 
gave no credit for ZiIker Park as habitat preserve, nor has it  k n  induded in the t d y  of 
City of Austin preserve aaeages. While Barton Springs pool does contain a spedes of 
concern, other management strategies shall be emptoyed rather than habitat 
management of the park The Lower Barton Geek Greenbelt from Gus Fruh District Part 
to Zilker Park been included in the taily of City of Austin preserve aoreages. 
Consequently, this section of the. Greenbelt is to be designated a specid -BCCP 
recreational area with an individual management plan to be implemented by the City of 
Austin. 

2. The LCR.A. Mansfield Dam ~esource  Area and County Recreational Area. Some 
portions of this tract resemble Zilker Park 'with respect to facilities. and public 
recreational use, existing and future. No habitat credit was given for this a m * ,  nor 
was it induded in the tally of LCXA presen-e acreages. 

' 3. Sandy Creek Park, McGregor (Hippie Hollow) Park, and Tom Hughes Park. These three 
Travis County/LCRA p a r k  are also existing well-usxi recreational areas. No habitat 
d t  was given for their a k g e s ,  norwere they induded in the M y  of LCRA prewve, 

, acreages.. 
. a: ' . . 



4. Tne Water Treatment ~ 1 a n ; ~ o .  4 site. This 210.4-ace tract was purchased with utility 
revenue bond funds and reserved for the City's next m j o r  water treatment piant, a 
faaiity that will be critical to ~ r v i n g  the future n&s oi Austin and to utiiizing Austin's 
full state-appropriated water rights. Tine sire is to contain a ~ r o p o d  City oi Austin 
f i r e / m 5  station, and the Lake Travis e i ~ m c  s-dostation, the latter of which will be 
required for reiiabie semice to the wziter t reaaent  plant. In addition, a regional 
stormwater deterrcion pond m y  be located on the slte rather than downstieam in the 
preserve. Tne Fish and Wiidliie Service did not give habitat cedit  for the acieage oi 
the site to be occ-lpied by pubiic faaiities. An inaividuai site m g e m e n t  pian shall be 
devefoped for this tract that benefits the preserve whiie providing the pubiic functions 
noted above. The property wiil be managed by the Cit). of Austin, and thox potions 
shown on the sire pian to be u - 4  intensively for public facilities shall be removed from 
the area designated for. preserve acquisition. 

5 .  The isolated area within the designated pni!'~erve that comprises the portion of the 
Ullrich Water Treatment Plant site north of Red 3ud Trait, and associated electricat 
facilities (induding a substation), as well as an adjacent tract owned by the University o i  
Texas near Tom Miller Dam. Once again, no habitat credit was given for this land. It is 
too small and iwiated for effective management by the p r e m e  authority. Although 
most of the Ullrich WTP site wiil be used for future facility expansion, the sloped areas 
near Bee Creek wiil be managed by the Ciiy to protect the a r e s  of occurrence of species of 
concern. The site management plan shall retain this area (estirrated to be about 24 acres) 
in the designated preserve system The remainder of the two properties are to be removed 
from the area designated. for preserve acquisition. 

6 .  The Forest Ridge Water Reservoir and Pump Station Site is fenced and used exdusively 
for its water system functions.. These facilities are critical today in providing water 
service to portions of NWA and N W B  prersure zones. This =-acre site is to be removed 
fmm the area designated for preserve acquisition. 

7. The approximately 2-acre site for the WTP % raw water intake gate shaft facilities is to 
be removed from the area designated for preserve acquisition A temporary construction 
easement of up to four acres will be needed adjacent to this site. The temporary eaxment 
can be used forhabitat both More and after piant construction. 

, 8. Ihe Travis County Water Control and Improvement District WCID) $17 water nvervoir 
and pump station site, which wiil include the proposed Travis Counry Rural Ere . 
Prevention District- (RFPD) X5 fire station, is to be removed fnm the area designated for 
preserve. acquisition. 1 

I 
i 

9. U the small Guildford Cove Reservoir and pump station site is found to be within the 
area designated for preserve acquisition, then it also is to be removed from this 
designation. 

10. The Uplands Water Treat- -ent Plant site is currentty about titree and a half acres in size. 
I t  is proposed to be purck-ld by L t R X  along with an additional five acres to accomodate 
plant expansion. This 8 1/2 acre site is also to be removed h m  the area designated for 
preserve acquisition. 

b s  Rou-. Not a l l - e o n s  of infrastructure corridors can be accessed by mutes within 
the comdon themselves. Some comdors and sites require access routes outside the comdors. The , 
Preserve Land Management Plans and the Coordinating Camnittee Secretary shall .. allow access ' 



- routef! to new and existing cmridon, for utilitv employ- and d e s i p t e d  connactors, aithough 
alternative aiignments of sirniiar saviceabiliti may be negotiated to repiace existing routes in 
accordance with the guideiines for new c0nstruc:ion and O&M. Access routes that lie outside 
infrastructure corridors sitail be designated as Secondary 3 type corridors. - 

Preserve Land Managenent P!ans wiil icentiiy access routes to ctility faciii~iz and 
easements. Appiicabale secur;,ty precturions aiong private access routes may be net trssry :o ensare 
that unauthorized public access to prewrve lands from such roures is not faciiiiated. G m g s  in 
access needs for utility actrvities should be negotiated with the Coordinating Corzrnittee 
Secretary. Utilities shall not ailow non-utility re!at& acrivities within their eaxments ci access 
routes that might threaten preserve integrity. 

III. Guidelines for New Construction in Approved Corridors 

The purpose of these guide!ines is to ensure that construction activity in approved 
infrastructure corridors will be conducted in the most environmentally sound, time saving m d  cost 
effective means possible. Coordinating Committee Secretary review and approval for corcia-uction 
activity within these approved comdors will be required (unless it is pre-approved by the 
Coordinating Committee Secretary). 

Accidental Disturbance of Fabitat 

During project impiementation, there may be times when habitat of species of a n a m  is 
acadentdly disturbed. Accidentai disturbance shall mean the following 

I. Damaging, destroying, or removal of active nesting habitat; 

2. Exposure of any significant karst features during excavation which have poten~al  to be 
cave invertebrate habitat not yet designated by the Coordinating Committee Secxtary. 

In the event of such disturuance, the activity shall stop and the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary shall be notified within 34 hours of the disturbance. Construction cannot be reinitiated 
until written approval has been received by the Coordinating Committee Secretary. 

Preliminam Eneineerine - and Surveving 

During the preliminary phase of a projec: it may be necessaryto obtain data from the 
field in order to begin. the design process. To obtain this data, it may be  necessary to m e y  the 
proposed construction site and or comdors, obtain soif borings, dig test holes or use other means of 
acquiring information necessary to begin design and conduct environmental impact or other studies. 
Such activities have the potential of disturbing species of concern within their designated habitat 
areas within the corridors. 

Notice .shall consist of written coxnmunication with the Coordinating Committee 
h t a r y  at least three (3) working days in advance of the proposed activitis during the nesting 
season (March 1 to September 1). 

Any drilling, boring and digging within areas designated as potential cave invertebrate 
habitat shall be defined as minor construction.. 

I 



Tfie design phase of a project is one of the most citicai components in making a project 
succlessful. Properepianning is esznnai on any constmcion oroject in order to hzve a minirral eiierr 
on specses oi concern or their haiiii~t. Tnereiore, the foilowing gziaeiines have b e n  ceveiowd to 1 
ensure accurate exchange oi iniomation and proper ccordination act ing the d e s i g  process, tt',us 
resulting in a comprenensive enviroruitental rebiew d u m g  the design phase? prior to consirucSon. 

i 
A. Minor Consm&on 

i 
4 

1. Construction pians or a sketcn outlining the proposed construction activity shall be 
submitted to the Coorainattng Committee Secerary ten (10) worjcing days prior to 
construction. 

2. The Coordinating Committee Secretary shall have five (5) working days from receipt of 
the construction pians submitted by the governmental agency or utility to approve, 

I 
disapprove, or approve with modifications. f 

2. if the submitting uiiiity provider or governmentai agency has a proposed disturbance 
I 

exceeding 3,000 square feet that may be considered minor, a written request may be 
submitted to the Coordinating Committee Secretary. The Coordinating Committee ' 
Secretary shall grant or deny the request within ten (10) working days of receipt. If the f 
rguest is denied, major consrruc:ion guideiinec shall appiy. 

8. Major Construcrion I 
Major construction shail be defined as consin?c50* that requires the disturbance of an area 

greater than 3,000 square fee!. If the proposed consmcdon meets this criteria, the following will : 
be required: 

1. The Austin Area Utility Coordinating Council (AAUCC) has been established in the 
Austin area to foster an open exchange of information among private and public utilities, 
goventmental agencies and construction related organizations and to promote cooperation 

! 
among said gmups. Construction plans shall be submitted to the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary and the AAUCC six? (60) calendar days prior to the proposed construction 
activity. The MUCC shall have no authority to approve or  disappr~ve the proposed 

. construction, but shail sxve as a coordinating body between governmental entities and 
utility companies sharing corridors. 

- 

2. The Coordinating Committee %retary shall have thirty (30) caiendar days from receipt 
of the construction plans submitted by the governmental agency or utility to approve, 
disapprove, or approve with modifications. 

3. The approvai of construction plans by the Coordinating Cornmitt= Secretary does not 
reiieve the engineer fmm the responsibility of securing approvals required by federal, 
stateand local laws and ordinances. I , 

1 



In order to ensure the protection of the endansered species and habitat. the foilowing 
guidelines 'have been estabiishesi and q u i r e  strict compiiance during the construcnon p ~ x :  

A. Notiiica tion. Pitor to any constrnc5on acrit.',ry deiined as major constrxtion within 
the preserve corndor, the ?arty responsible for consm:::on shail conduct a ?re-consc;.~c:;cn - conference with ail par t ie  affected by and invoived in the ccsnstmcrion of the project. i ne  
Coordinating Committee Secretary or their repreljentatke shall be notified in writing five (5 - working days in advance of tSe meeting. ~ n e  conference wiil be he!d to discuss detaiiei 
information concerning the project to ertxre maximum protection of the spies and presne.  

0 .  ' Limits o i  Construction. Construction activity sttail be confined to the a r e s  
designated as approved inirastrumre corridors. Tine w oi areas other than approved corridors for 
staging areas and access roads, shaII require prior approval of the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary and/or USFWS. 

C Timincr of Constr~ction. Construction acti~iry may occir during the nesting xason 
(between March I and September I )  oniy with the approval of the Coordinating Committe 
Senetary, and only if site ciearing to remove potential nest rites of endangered sgedes has occurred 
prior to the nesting season. No nests of endangered species will be allowed to be disturbed once they 
become occupied during nesting season. The Coordinating Cornmitt= Secretary shall allow the 
continuation of construction activities for major projecs that cannot be started and completed 
outside of the nesting season, and for which the costs of starting and stopping construcnon are 
excessive. 

D. Erosion. Sedimentation Controls and Surfac~/Gtound Water Oualitv Protection 
zvstems. Erosion and sedirnentat~on controls and water quaiity protection system items if required, 

, shalI meet guidelines estabtished by the responsible governmental authority, and be instaiIed 
' 

prior to starting construction. Prior to adoption of guidelines by the responsible governmentai 
authority such installation shall be made in acc~rdance with the rules and regulations of the City 
of Austin, L W ,  Travis Counry or Texas Department of Transportation, whichever may appiy. 
The erosion and sedimentation controls and water quality protection systems shall be maintained 
until revegetation is established and restoration is accepted by the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary. 

E. Location of Facilities Within Auoroved Corridors. New construction of facilities 
will oniy be allowed at locations shown on the approved construction plans. If there is the 
possibility that a change in the vertical or horizontal location of facilities might have an impact 
on the endangered species habitat, the change shall require prior notification of the Coordinating 
Committee Secretary. The Coordinating Committee Serretary shall respond within three 131 
working days. 

F. Storaee - of Materials. Any hazardous chemicals and or materials shall be 
contained in a. safe place with the person or  entity performing the work taking wnatever 
precautions are necessary to reduce the risk of such materials being acadentally released into the 
environment. In all cases, the use of these productr shaiI be minimized and there shall be 
~om~liance'with all laws and ordinances concerning the storage and use of these materials. The 
penon or entity performing .the work shall have an emergency response plan in place in ~ s e  a spill 
huld'occur. 



G. Restoration. Restoration will require revegetation of ail disturbed areas using 
native grasses, for&, and shrubs to e-mure compatlbiiity with the sunounaing habitat. as aetaiied 
in the approved construcrion plans. AIi distur'bed areas shall be monitored unni reve.;e!anon is 
established and restoration is acce?ted by the Cmrainating Committet? Secretary. 

H. Final 4 c c e r t a n c ~ .  When ail construc;;on zictiviry is compiete, the p r y  
responsible for the construction activity shail notriy ail entlties aiiectd by :he construcnon, 
including. the Coordinating Committee Secretary for iinai acceptance oi restoration. Tie 
Coordinating Committee Zecretary shail have 2 weeks from notiiicanon to p v e  written find 
acceptance of restoration or define what aaditionai measures are necesaiy to obtain find 
acceptance of restoration. 

N. Guidelines for the Operation and Maintenmce of Faciiities Within BCCP 
Preserves 

The Coordinating Committee Secretary shall be notified of any planned maintenance 
within preserves by the various service providers or their contractors. The notification shail 
contain a brief d e e p t i o n  of pianneci work and approximte dates the work wiil be performed. 

Some maintenance activities are required by FdemI, State, Counry, or City laws and 
ordinances. The Coordinating Committee Secretary must make provisions that enabIe the senice 
providers to abide by these legal requirements. The Coordinating Committe Gcretary and the 
service providers will seek r e~ iu t ion  of any confIicts a s d a t e d  with maintenance of the prcuerves 
and legally required faality maintenance activities. 

Pre-Aooroved Maintenance 
i. 

%mice providers shall work with the Coordinating Cornmitt= Secretary to define and 
secure pre-approval for operation and maintenance activities that may occur within a given 
corridor. Where such maintenance activities are repetitive. mutually apree3bIe xjchedules sh l l  be 
established, and notincation shall not be rquired for every 
Problems identified during pre-approved opration and maintenance activity shall be xfreduied 
with the.Coordinating Committee, Secretary for repair. Slructural, faality, or equipment probfems 
that threaten reliability or  safety must be handled immediately. See "EMERGEKY 
MAINTEL'ANCE." - 

Ernemncv - Maintenance 

, For the purposes of this section, an emergency shall involve an existing condition of, or 
imminent threat to, public heaith, safety, property d a r n a ~ ,  or loss of s e ~ c e .  

The various service providers may need to periom emergency maintenance within the 
preserves due to such conditions as equipment failure, $ending equipment failure, storm damage. 
downed tree removal, culvert dean-our, emergency facility repair and maintenance, or other 
circumstances beyond the wvice provider's control. The equipment used during the emergenq on 
vary widely and is dependent upon the circumstances surrounding t heemqncy .  Work done under 
these,drnunstances may impactspedes of concern; however, it s M  be done in such manneras to 
minimize disuption. 



- Eiforrs shall be made to contact the Coordinating C o n ~ i t t e e  %e!ary for advice and 
@dance during ezergency maintenance work Eowever, the servicz ?rovid=s must and wiil move 
quickly to eliminate the emergency condition. Written notification dexribing the ernergency 
maintenance work done shall be sent to the Coordinating C o r i i r t e e  k i e = r y  within five (5) 
working days after any sucn work is compieted. 

The Coordinating Committee Secretary shall be notified in advance oi any maintenance - activities not covered under "Tie-Approved Maintenance" and "E-ergenq? hkintenance." I ne 
planned work and xneduie shaII be subrmtted in writing to the Csorainating Committee Secretary 
for review and comment, and the work shall proceed under the terms negotiated between 
Coordinating Committee h e z r y  and service providers. This type oi scheiuieri work couid consist 
of major facility replacement, repair and maintenance. installation of cross and driveway cuiverts, 
grading and reshaping of dit~Fles, and dearing of right-oi-way. 

- 
Maintenance of Corridors . 

1. Access to all facilities s k l l  be established and maintained. As the m g e r n e n t  plan for 
each preserve tract is developed, the Coordinating Committee ,%uetary shall work 
doseiy with the service providers to designate specific a c e s  routes to all structures and 
facilities, consolidating access routes where possible and minimizing impact on the 
spedes of concern. 

The access routes may require some clearing at the time access is needed. The rnaximum 
width of these access routes shall be twenty feet .(20'>, except that they may be wider in 
any curve to ailow for dearance of tqck booms. 

2. Existing deared areas near structure s'ites shall be used where possible to reduce d a r i n g  
requirements. Existing low-lying vegetation at smcture  sites shall be preserved to the 
maximum extent possible. If needed, additional clearing at structure sites shall be 
limited. Service providers shall work dosely with the Coordinating Committee 
Secretary whenever manipulation of vegetation is required to ensure minimal impact on 
species of concern 

3. Qearing and trimming along the corridors shal1.k limited to the following; 

. a. ~ i n i r n u i  ciearing forsurveying purposes (typically a four foot [F] line of sight). 

b. Mechanical removal or trimming of vegetation detrimental to the operation and 
maintenance of facilities. Chemicals for vegetation control may be used only within 
the guideline approved by the Coordinating Committee Secretary. Requests to use 
chemicals may be approved on'a case-by-case basis. 

c. Removal of all fast growing trees -- such as. Chinese Tallow, Chinaberry, 
Cottonwood, Mulberry, and Hackberry trees -directiv under electric transmission 
line conductors, and trimming of trw limbs to provide at least twenty (20') feet of 

. clearance from transmission conductors. 

d. Trimming of trees or limbs to provide at least six feet (6') of dearance from eiectric 
distribution conductors for span lengths up to two hundred feet (uX)'). Lf span 

-- 



4. $41 trees and limbs cieared from the corridorr shill be shreided. ;hipped, or iiauied from 
the site. With the approval of the Coordinating Committee S m r q .  and limbs or 
shredded mulch cieared from a corridor may be leh in plies outside the corridor ior use in 
remediation projects. Special handling for oak trees exhibiting oak wiit mya be 

I 
Sedimentation controi measures wiil be installed and maintained in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Coordinating Cornrnitte -ray. Prior to adoption oi 
uniform guideiines by the Coordinating Comrnitte m e t a ~ ,  rdch installation shall be 
made in accordance with the ruies and regulations of the CiQ oi Austin. L a A ,  Travis 
County or Texas D e ~ a m e n t  oi Transpanation, whichever ma:, appiy. 

All excavated materials requiring disposal shall be removed from the corridor to an 
approved dump or filI area. 

Any deared land areas s ' d l  be revegetated with native gras=, forbs, and/or shrubs to 
re-siabiiizevegetative cover within the avprovei time period. 

The Coordinating Committe Secretary and the senice provide.? may develop and agree 
to dearing guideiines on a site-by-site basis that may modif?. and/or supplement the  
guidelines stated in this secion. 



2 I.aku 'Fravls COh E l u c L r l c *  T h l s  c o ~ r l t l o r  Is e s t a b l  f s l l cd  t o  provicle 12 .4 '1  K V  ovbrlread o l c c t  r  lc tc:etlcr t les 
floe (:avo Qua11 u l ~ h  ex isL  lng  o l c i c t r l c  dlsLrllwL.lon f a c i )  l t c s .  ~ h c s c  f s c d e r  t l c s  d r c  , n e c e s s a r y  

Lo prov ldu  neu e l c c t r  I c  s u r v l c e  Lo p r o p u r t y  act Jaceri t  t o  Lhc presnrvc:.  In  
acl i l l t lon,  t h e s o  corridors a r u  n e c e s s a r y  dire t o  t h e  l l n ~ l t e d  a v a l l a l r l l l t y  o f  
f e e d e r  c l e  ro i t t cs  duo t o  t h e  clcvalopment o f  t h o  JJCCI'. The DCCP, a s  p roposed ,  
c r e a t e s  l l m I t s  [or e l e c r r l c  l  l n e  e x t e n s l n n s  and I s o l a ~  e s  c x l  s t  lncr fc:eders and 
s i ~ b s t a t l o n s ,  redrtclnq t h e  r e 1  lab1  l l t y  o f  ~ l b e  d l s t r l l t t i t  Ion s y s l  em rrfltro~ht t h e  
c o r r l r l o r s .  C o r r l d o r  u l r l th  -- 15 f e c L .  

3 Laku Tcnvls  COA E I o c t r l c  Sanru a s  1 2  almva. 
lie0 Cnvci Qctacl 

10 Dacton Cruek 
Dee Cavu i 
AusL In W. Uh!acls 

\ 2 2  Rartori (:reek 
Aust l q  W .  Qttacl 

COA E l o e L y l c  Tills (1131 1111111 1011 11111; w l  1 l  lw I ~ L  l  lIzl:tl 8 . 0  L lu e x l s L  l l v l  i 2 . 4 ' 1  t (V  c~vr:rtrr:a~l 
fcrecli~rs 1.1) t inaura t.hu r e \  l a t ~ l  l1t.y o f  I.I!c: u l o c t r  l c  d l  st c l h t t  1or1 :iy:iI $:In In l l ta  
n r e a  ancl L O  prcuunt  uxt cc~clecl o t~ tac lc :~ .  13-ft . w l c l c  11. 

COA E l c c t r l c  T h l s  d i s t r l b u L 1 o n  I l n e ,  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r s  l l s t e d  there, w l  l l provIc11: l l e s  
betwccn e x i s t i n g  12.47 n V  overhead  u l c c t r l c  f e e d e r s .  The E l e c t r  i c  t t t l  1 I t y  h a s  
a t t e m p t e d  t o  comp)cte  a ncimbec of  t h e s e  t l e s  i n  cite  pas^. P r o p a r t y  owners have 
been r e l t r c t a n t  t o  r j ran t  aastrmcnLs c111e t o  davelopment  p l a n s  bclirq u n r e s o t v e d  o r  
Lht: p r o p u r t y  p o t o n t i a l l y  go tnq  or, t h e  markut .  Ilocttas a l o n q  C l t y  Park h a d  and 
ol.lrur roads  l ~ a v o  mot wit11 r r t s l s t a n c u  from res1cIc:nt a  o t  ~ltc: a r e a  OIJI: t o  t h e  
actrtitc vl t lus  from 1110 rciacl. Tllu rertcttr o t  1.lrlu a f r r~c l  l  l c  f . ~ c : l  1 1 1  y I :I e r x l ~ c r c : l  a r e l  Ln 
IXI dloctc) an uxloLlnrj roacl ant1 Luluptcctriu I f n u s .  I ! i - f t  . w l c l t  11.  
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HacrnS l  t a  P r i m a r y  
Po. 6 USG!i Qiratl t fsur  n o s c r  I ~ L  i o n  

N. Lake A l ~ s t l n  COA E l e c t r l c  
J o l l y v l  l l e  Quad 

Cypress Creek COA Water/WW 
J o l f y v i l l e  b 
Hansl  b o l d  Otrads 

Cypress Crk 6 COA Water/wW 
nt i l l  Crnck . 
J o l l y v l l l u  Ot~acl 

Dul  I Creek cOA E l e c t r l c  
J o I t y v i l t e  Ooad 

B i l l  1  Creuk COA K l e c t r l c  
J o l  I y v l l l u  Qiraii 

l O l h  n a r t n n  Creek COA E l a c L r l c  
1113~ Crrvn Ortatl 

1 1 9  Cypress Craek Cctcfar Park  
J o l l y v l l l e  6 HaterlWW 
Hans! l c t d  Qoada ' ' 

i t i t a k a  t u n n e l  s h a f t s  f o r  W'fP 14 raw wate r  strpply. 

Itau u a l e r  t.ctnncl -- qaLs s h a f t  1 o W'1'1' 1 4  

Proposed t r a n s m l s s l o n  l i r lo  t o  cttnnecl. I l ie 1.ab.u T r d v l v  stt i ts l  d l  tott I o I h u  
e x l s t f n q  t r a n s m l s s t o n  system. ')'uo s e p a r a t e  L r a n s m l s s l o n  cor  1 l c l c * r  3 1 ~ r o v l c l 0  
rcq t r l r cc l  r e 1  l a h i )  l ~ y  f o r  ~ I i c  L rr:atmc::tL ~~l. ,r tL. ItOW u l c l ~ h s  o f  ~ t p  r ii 50 f e e t  may 
be r c q t i  1  red .  

Same as  143 above excep t  t i t a t  I t  p a r n l l c l v  t h e  e x l s t l n q  R t v e r  I ' l a c e  I I l v i f .  
i > i r c c t l y  r l e s  tWjCther  Ltre l t i u c r  P l a c e  and I.ake T r a v l s  ao)>s ta t I c tns .  

ItorrLc tit a I l l - I n .  waLt:r m.%In f r c m  W W  14 I.~I LIW u x l s l  I n ' )  40- l r t .  l ' o i c ~ t  l t l t l c ~ u  
NWII malri. 'Fhls was a n t  Ic ipaLcel  L o  b e  open ccrl c o r i s l r u c l  l o r i .  M l r t t n r ~ ~ i ~ ~  2 5 - f L .  
u l c l t l 1 .  

tit:cssuary k o prov.t t lc a  r o i r t e  f o r  1 2 . 4  1 K V  overheat1 t l l s t  r l bc i r  I o n  foc:c l~rs  
from Lbu y i u  Ariqrru Va) l e y  strLsl.at lor, t o  +reas n e a r  F o r e s t  l t lc l t ]c.  

This I s  a proposed cxpar,slnn o f  an  e x l s r  Inc] ' c o r r l r l o r .  A r n u  uirt ,:I l r t t a k c  
md ln  f r o m  Lake ' r r a v l s  c u  t t re C I r y  of Cctlac Park I s  w l ~ l t l r i  a  30 I t  . - u l t l c  
eascrnent, The p r o p o s a l  I s  t o  expand L l ~ e  casement anr>Lltt:t 25 f e e t  IILI 55 f c c t  
t o t a l l  a r ~ d  p l a c e  a second raw uaLer  I n t a k e  l l r ie u l L l i l r i  I t .  

.* E l c c c r l c  c o r r l t l a r s  l l n t u c j  best: may bo i ~ a u d  tty a t h o r  ~ u r v l c a  p r o v l c l ~ r r u ,  ~ t t t r l r  

a a  SouChuesLar~ p u l l  and AusLtn C a b l e v i a i n n .  





B C C ~  R O N W A Y  CORRIDORS 

PAGE 2 o f  3 

NO. E X I S T I H G  MAX HIDTIi  W E D E D  
R.O.H.  

112 q 2222 * r  
I t l t erp l  a c e  nlvcl.  - Tumhleuecd 
T~rmbleweed - Jester R/vd.  

Primary A 

$13 Splcewood Spelngm Road 
I 1.oop 360 - O l d  1.ampqsas T r a l  1 

Primary B 

Prlmsry A 

Sacondsry A 

Secondary A 

Primary B 

Seaondsry A 

R H 2 7 6 9  (Volentr Rd.) 
pn&:rsoi! HI l l Ild. - 1lM620 

Saoondary A 

Your pqintm Drlv.' ' Saaondasy A 

A l l  a t h u c  dudlcaLad publlc roadways Seoondrry A 
t h a t  may cross or  Infringe on deslgnatad 
prcrservo, lnclrrdlnq Greenshores  O r l v o ,  
Oak Sttoras Ilr lvu, Poarcu Ilciad, Mrrrf In 
Ilcrnd, Kol Imtryor D r  l v o ,  Tuo Covau Or lvu ,  
Wtrsl .cl  ( 1  f ) * l a c s . ,  e l f .  
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TABLE 2 

TRAVIS COUNTY ROADWAY a E 4 R  ZONE CX- 

With roadside drainage 45 MPS or greater 30' min.' 
(Rural section) 40 MPE or less 16' min.' 

With curb k @ter ALL 
(Urban section) 

6' desirable Access roads within ALL 
County-owned or leased 
property (parks, 
detention center, etc.) 

May be reduced to an absolute minimum of 10' when the average daily tra,ffic voiurne is less 
than 750. May also be r e d u d  in limited cases consistent with A S T O  criteria. 

* Tree  may be planted in the center of medians measuringat least 14' faceilfiurb to f a c w f a r b  
if the trees do not restrictvehide sight lines:. 

'\, NOTES: 

The dearzone is the area aajacmt to the roadway that allows an errzit vehide to recover 
without stxiking an unyieiding object. It is measured from the edge oi the traveled lane 
(typically the ouaide edge iine or face-of-curb). - - 

Trres growing to a diameter of 6" or less at maturiv are considered YIELDING O B E a ;  
trees growing to a diameter of greater than 6" at maturity are considered UNnRDING 

Unyielding trek mayremain in the dear zone if protected with yardrail installed 
consistent with accepted engineering practice This g ica l ly  requires a minimum of Z from 
the. tree to the back of the guardrail. Yielding aees typically shouid be s t  back a minimum 
of 3' from the edge of the traveled lane. 

Vertical d e a r a k e  from roadway surface to overhanging tree branches sM1 be a minimum of 
14'6"on arterial roadways. Lesser clearances are acceptable on lower ciasses of roadways. 
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BALCONES CANYONLANDS CONSERVAnON PLAN: 
- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMEYT C0;MMEhTS 

The following individuals offered comments on the draft EIS or general support or 
opposition td the Plan: 

Mr. Roger Baker 
Mr. Frank Belanger 
Mr. Steve Beers, Sierra Club: Austin Regional Group 
Ms. Ramona Blodgett 
Ms. Nan Bracken 
Mr. Robert Brandes 
Mr. William Bunch, SOS Legal Defense Fund 
Mr. Robert Carnes, Capitol Area Builders Association 
Mr. Thomas Combs 
Ms. Dorothy Combs 
Mr. Alan Glen, the Red Estate Council of Austin 
Mr. Tod Grubbs 
Ms. Cynthia Hestand 
Mr. Russ Eyer, National Wildlife Federation 
Mr. Burgess Jackson 
Ms. Sharon Jenkins 
Mr. Tim Jones 
Mr. Mel Jordan 
Mr. Thomas Kam 
Mr. John Kelly, Travis Audubon Society 
Ms. Susan Lefler 
Ms. Boy Lilley 
'Ms. Melody Lytle 
Mr. Ray Mathews, Texas Organization for Endangered Specis 
Ms. Amy MdEfhenney, the Real Estate Council of Austin 
Ms. Beth Morian 
Mr. Bill Pohl 
Ms. Margaret Rector 
Mr. Eric Samson 
Mr. Phil Savoy 
Mr. Robert Singleton 
Mr. Craig Smith, Save Barton Creek Association 
Ms. Karen Sttot 
Mr. Bryan Sybea 
Ms. Pam Thompson 
Mr. Charles Ticbler 
UT Society for Conservation Biology 
Mr. George Veni 
Ms. Joanne Yancey, Southwestern Bell Telephone 



COMMENTS RELATING TO FUNDING AND COST 

COMMENT: 
Trying to finance the Plr- 9 a large extent on development fees will result in 
financial failure and thut :.Are to complete the preserves. That failure will 
result in favoritism to early certificate users (i.e., crtain developers) and a bad 
situation for airnost everyone else. Certain developas will get their certificates 
quickly and clear their land. When the Plan unravels, it will be too late to stop 
them but their competitors will be thwarted by the lack of a viable incidentai rake 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS does not agree that depending on development funds for the 
acquisition of the last approximately 9,500 acres will result in failure. If 
deveiopers participate in the BCCP, funds will become available for acquisition 
of additional lands and as long as this process continues, the goal of the BCCP 
will be attained. 

The BCCP is not expected to fail; however, if the BCCP fails, here would be no 
favoritism to a developer who may have already met all the requirements of the 
issued permit. This is because there are no criteria or ranking factors for the 
purchase of Participation Certificates nor- will there be a limited number of 
certificates issued at any one period. Any person may purchase a certificate and 
be included in the BC@. 
Additionally, if the BCCP permit were to fail, a developer could obtain an 
incidental take permit on their own. However, as you indicated, the BCCP would 
be .."a viable incidental take permit" and when it is in force all p d e s  can 
participate under its umbrella. 

COMMENT: 
The Shared Vision of the BCCP indicated that mitigation fees were for acquisition 
only. It now appears that certEcate fees are going to operation and maintenance 
of the pmwes. This is a shift in the economic burden to the p6vate sector. 

RESPONSE: 
The pm forma in Exhibit A of Appendix A shows a contingency of $100 of the 
$5,500 fee is set aside for possible shortEatls in the small landawner and 
agricultural categories. Operation and maintenance is an integral component of 
preserve acquisition. The taxes redirected into the Plan by Travis County will 
&so be used for operation and maintenance. 



:oMMENT: 
- The cheap land has already been obtained. The remaining lands wi l l  be more 

expensive. 

RESPONSE: 
That is correct. However, the $5,500 per acre fee is not based on the cost of the 
cheap land. 

COMMENT: 
Please show the backup material for justifying the cost of the Mitigation or 
Participation Certificates along with the annual proposed cost to acquire the 
Certificates over the Plan's projected acquisition period. 

RESPONSE: 
That information is provided in Exhibit A of Appendix A of the draft and final 

COMNENT: 
The BCCP should not be put into place without Erst successfully addressing its 
fatal flaw - financing. The USFWS should undertake an independent financial 
analysis of the cost of acquiring the remaining lands. This should be done with 
qualified, independent appraisers. 

RESPONSE: 
A critical component of incidental take pennits is financing. However, all the 
funds do not have to be present at the time of pennit issuancr:. The HCP can ' i d e n w  methods for collecting h d s  as a part of its permit. The USFWS is 
satisfied with the funding projections prepared by the applicants. 

One important criterium for issuance of an incidental take permit is that the 
mitigation occurs prior to "take" of the species. The Plan cunently has acquired 
approximately 21,000 anes and has established a process for acquisition of the 
remaining approximately 9,000 acres. Incidental. take permits that cover large 
areas, such as the BCCP, and even some smaller permits have H@S that 
propose phased mitigation for situations when all mitigation f h d s  dre not 
available at initiation. Th these pennits, funds are collected h r n  development 
activities tint proceed under the permit. This is the case for the BCCP. The 
USWS believes there is adequate mitigation and funding at this time to allow the 
permit to procd. 



C O W :  
- The financial integrity - acquisition costs, operations and maintenance costs, ek. - 

of the BCCP has been questioned throughout its formative years. On 10 April, 
1995, the full membership of the last of the three committees, that worked on and 
drafted the BCCP signed a letter that stated, "In spire of our recommendation, we 
share a-concern about the financial viability of the plan." In view of h e  
widespread concerns from these and many other interested parties over the 
financial viability of the BCCP, what is the jusdricadon for USFWS to approve 
this Plan? If the BCCP falters what is USFWS7s position? Propod  solution? 

RESPONSE: 
TheBCCP meets the issuance criteria of an incidental take permit. The fact that 
all the money is not available prior to permit issuance is not the primary 
determining factor for issuance. 

C)ne significant criteria for issuance of an incidental take permit is that the 
mitigation is guaranteed prior to "take" of the species. The Plan currently bas 
a significant amount of land acquired for mitigation of incidental take. Large 
area permits, such as the BCCP, and even some smaller permits have phased 
mitigation for situations when all mitigation finds are not available up bnt .  In 
these permits, funds are collected from development activities that proceed under 
the permit. This is the case for the BCCP and the USFWS believes that there is 
adequate mitigation at this time to allow the permit to proceed. 

I 

If unforeseen events occur, the USFWS and the pennittees would review the 
cause and recommend ways to get the pmcess back on track. The goal would be 
to ac~mplish this without suspending or revoldng the permit. Developern that 
purchased Participation Certificates that compieteiy covered their development 
would be dowed to complete, without any additional requirements, their project 
under the issued permit. 

COMMENT: 
There is much skepticism regarding the validity of the estimated acquisition price 
of the remaining 9,940 acres. Please provide the backup data used to vedfy the 
costs of acquiring the remaining pRswe acreagee Was the acmdcy of this data 
verified? If so, how? 

RESPONSE: 
The backup &ta regarding land acquisition costs and projected costs is included 
in Exhibit A of Appendix A of the draft and final EiSACP. Additionally, prices 
paid by the City for preserve lands wirhin the South Lake Austin preserve average 
$3,897 per acre excluding the RTC purchases. In the Bull Creek pRswe, a 292 
acre tract was purchased for $5,400 per acre and one 236 acre tract was 
purchased for $12,712 per acre. The price difference is based upon highest and 



best use development potential and utilities available to the latter tract. All tracts 
- within the proposed preserves do not have the m e  development potential and 

utilities. Thereiore, the actual sale price will vary. 

The $5,500 per acre fee for Participation Certificates is reasonable and based on 
actual comparable sales for properry at the time of the calculation. Comparable 
sales wiil change with the ever changing real estate market. As the market 
changes, the land acquisition costs will change and the per acre fee for the 
Participation Certificates may change accordingly. 

The acquisition of land by the City of Austin and Travis County will continue to 
be based on the current fair market appraised, as determined by an independent 
fee appraiser, value taking into consideration comparable sales, utilities, access, 
location, and other factors at the time of the acquisition. The estimated projection 
of $5,500 per acre is based on these facton, current economic conditions, 
mrnpaxison of documentation fiorn other property values and is the current cost 
of Participation Certificates in the BCCP. 

COMMENT: 
The acquisition timeline is theoretically projected out for possibly twenty years. 
Please provide the backup data and verification showing the per acre and total 
acquisition cost projections for this or any other timelines used. 

RESPONSE: 
These projections can be found in Exhibit A of Appendix A. 

@OMMENT: 
Please provide data showing the acquisition price if all of the remaining acreage 
could be acquired today. What is today's acquisition price of the yet u~acquired 
preserves? Please provide the backup data used. 

R3ESPONSE: 
These projections can be found in -bit A of Appendix A. 

A 

COMMENT. 
HOW does the 4,023 acre Sweetwater and Uplands tracts figure into the 
acquisition calculations? Also, is it used in the preserve $SJOO/acre acquisition 
calculations? 

RESPONSE: 
The Uplands and SweehKater tracts reduce the amount of remaining acreage to 
be acquired for the completion of the prwmes. The cost of these tracts was not 
used in the calculation of the cost of the Participation Ceaificates. 



Fairness and concern for all property owners in Travis County has been a concern 
of this Plan since the formation of the fist committee in 1988. However, the 
attempts of various groups over the past 7 years has not resulted in a revenue 
source that would allow the acquisition of the subject lands in a shorter period of 
time. The Pennit applicants and the U S F 3  are concerned about this issue and 
intend to continue to investigate additioc~ knding sources. 

COMME,W: 
The Plan is financially flawed and preserve acquisition is impossible. 

RESPONSE: 
We believe the Plan and the proposed funding is sound. The funding is not 
available at the rate all parties prefer. Almost 21,000 acres of the preserve lands 
are already acquired and we believe that it is possible for the permit holders to 
acquire the remaining approximateiy 9,000 acres to complete the preserve system. 

COMMENT: 
As the BCCP Plan is written, the cost of implementation will fall on a group of 
individual landowners with results intended to benefit the public at large. This 
concept has been rejected in a vote on the BCCP by the Travis County voters. 
The vote against the BCCP also made clear that the residents of this county do 
not believe they should be made to pay for the cost of such a plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The cost of implementation of the BCCP will fall on all residents of Travis 
County. City of Austin v o w  passed two bond items that were used to q u i r e  
signiscant acres that count towards the approximately 30,500 acres required for 
the BCCP permit. Additionally, the City and Travis County have indicated that 
the majority of the operation and maintenance costs wiu be obtained from other 
sources. Travis County wi l l  be redirecting a portion of taxes from development 
that o c c d  as a result of the Plan back into the Pfan. 

The voters of Travis County voted on a bond package to purchase lands for the 
BCCP. They did not vote on the concept or goals of the BCCP. 'The majoritg 
of the v o w  witbin Travis County reside in Austin and bad alreadjt bond 
items that totaled approximately $42 million for purchase of lands. D i d  
with voters afterthe bond election indicated that some individuals voted against 
the package because they did not want TPWD to manage the preserves, Baaon 
Creek Properties to be able to build, andlor additional taxes. It is far too simple 
to state the bond election M e d  because the citizens did not support the BCCP. 

The developers assist in paying for the preserves by purchasing PartiCipatim 
Ceaificates and they will benefit because the BCCP streadnes the process fa 
and reduces the cost of complying with the requirements of the Endangered 



Species Act. The citizens of Travis County will benefit from the BCCP by the 
presence of large areas of open spa=, reduced air m d  water pollution, and 
possible recreation opportunities. 

COMMENT: 
The funding'for the operation and management of the presente lands is not 
adequately described in the draft EIS. 

RESPONSE: 
The funding for operation and maintenance will come from the entity that owns 
the property or the City of Austin and Travis County. This has been clarified in 
the final EISIHCP. 

CONMENT. 
The current fee for the participation certificates is $5,500 per acre, several times 
that amount will likely be needed and the acquisition cost will likely increase over 
time as a result of inflation and rising land values. 

RESPONSE: 
Participation Certificates are for compliance with the BCCP permit for activities 
outside of the preserve boundaries. The current fee for participation certificates 
was based on the mst of tracts of land purchased by the City of Austin in the 
preserve areas. The Plan includes discussion that the cost of the participation 
certificates will be indexed periodically to reflect the cost of preserve acquisition. 

COMMENT: 
,', The cost for the small developer will be such that they cannot afford the $5,500 

per acre participation axtifieate and the cost for the large developer will sutely 
be less if they participate on their own. This will iikely result in the Plan not 
collecting adequate funds to complete the preserves. 

RESPONSE: 
Participation in the Plan is voluntary and the cost per development cannot be 
determined until it is qed'ically evaluated. The benefits of the plan' to all 
participants is that it shortens the time n w s a r y  to comply with the Enckfngered 
Species Act; thus, participation reduces the delay between the time a development 
is proposed and the start of construction. This reduces the cost of lawyers, 
d t o f i ,  interest charges, and consultants, all of which are not requited for the 
participation in the Plan. Additionally, miscellaneous real estate, and operation 
and maintenance costs are not required for participation in the Plan, whereas they 
would be part of the cost for the developer to obtain authorization under the Act 
on their own. Overall, Participation Certificates for the Plan will be less for the 
developer than obtaining individual authorization under the Act on their own. A 



small landowner provision is included in the Plan to reduce the cost for low 
impact activities. 

COhffMENT: 
The projected cost of the proposed preserve lands is not based on reality, fact or 
appraisals. A survey of landowners within the proposed preserve resulted in an 
asking price of 528,646 per acre as opposed to the 55,500 per acre proposed by 
this plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The City of Austin, as part of the Banon Creek Wilderness Park, acquired 
several tracts that were less than 100 acres in size and in excess of $60,000 per 
a&e. However, the average price for this 955.32 acre project was $18,335 per 
acre. 

The prices paid by the City for preserve lands within the South Lake Austin 
preserve average $3,897 per acre, exciuding the RTC purchases. In the Bull 
Creek preserve a 292 acre &act was purchased for $5,400 per acre and one 236 
acre tract was purchased for $12,712 per acre. The price difference is based 
upon development rights and utilities available to the later tract. 

Any tract that the City of Austin has or will acquire is appraised on its own 
individual merits, using comparable sales for the subject tract. An appraisal 
provides the spedfic details of a property and reflects the maximum that can be 
legally deveioped on the subject tract and absorbed into the market. 

The acquisition of land by the City is based on the current fair market appraised 
value, W g  into consideration comparable ales, utilities, access, location, and 
other factors at the time of the acquisition. What the land owner desired for the 
property, as was indicated in your survey, was not considered. The estimated 
projection of $5,500 per acre is based on these factors, in addition to cunent 
economic conditions, and amparison of documentation fiom other p r o m  
values. Thus it is the current cost of Participation Certificates in the BCCP. 
This cost estimate is not, nor has it ever represented, the projected per acre cost 
in twenty years. . 



MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS 

co-: 
How highilow does FWS rate the BCCP's chances of success? 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS believes that the BCCP will be a successful incidental take permit 
with total preserve acquisition resulting within the life of the permit. 

COMMENT: 
The conditions imposed by the Plan will render my land worthless and 
unmarketable. 

RESPONSE: 
Tbis process was developed to assist small and large landowner/developen. The 
Plan Kduces the number of steps to be negotiated and the time involved. The 
Plan provides a known commodity to a developer, who has consistently requested 
a known cost or process so they could proceed. Based upon discussions with 
developers on projects throughout Travis County, this Plan w i l l  assist the 
development process on property outside of the proposed preserves. 

co-: 
The privatized alternative did not receive a detailed evaluation and a more 
detailed evaluation would be constructive. 

' ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ :  
The privatized alternative did not receive more detailed discussion because the 
proponents of that alternative did not provide any more deeds. The use of 
conservation easements and other means to lower preserve acquisition and 
management costs are part of the preferred BCCP alternative. 

COMMENT: 
The ECP/DEfS contradicts itself in the summary and with reference to 
surface and groundwater supplies. The chaa indicates that significant hverse 
impacts are likely outside of the presenre areas and subsequent reference to a 
letrer indicates that water q d t y  will be protected by local ordinances. 
Additionally, the document does not address the impacts of a change in l d  
ordinan- and impact of activities outside the authority of local ordinances. 
Therefore, the NEPA requirements of analyzing en~onmental  impacts is not 
met. 



RESPONSE: 
The anaiysis in the document adequately addresses the environmental impacts of - 
the Plan. The document presented an analysis of the water quality impacts based 
on local, regional and state requirements. This analysis considered the recent 
legal actions regarding the SOS ordinance. 

The contradictions identiiied in the draft EIS/HCP have been corrected to identliy 
the impacts that are expected. 

COMMENT: 
The HCP/DEIS presents more of a c o n c e p t d  framework for developing an 
actual HCP and an environmental impact analysis and does not provide sufficient 
specificity for actually determining what is allowed and what is prohihited. 

RESPONSE: 
The HCPlDEIS identifled the alternatives that were reviewed, the species that 
would be taken, the preserves that would be established and the funding sources 
to complete the Plan. That is what is requ id  for an BCP. NEPA requires the 
evaluation of the impacts of the action, issuance of an incidental take permit, on 
the areas that would not be allowed to p r o d  without the proposed action. The 
final HCPIDEIS has been modified to improve the clarity of the speofic aftions 
called for as part of Alternative 2 and 3. 

c0MME;NT: i 

Does the permit authorize complete disregard for endangered species by persom 
who live and work in the development that is authorized? 

', 

RESPONSE: 
The permit covers incidental take aswcktd with grading, cleadng, or earth 
moving activities necessary for residential, commercial, or indusuial consrmcdon 
and infrasmcture projects as well as the indirect impacts, such as noise, 
predation, and harassment, that result h r n  the occupancy of these structures. 
This permit does not authorize individuals to k i l l  or collect the federally-listed 
species for the purpose of sale or possession. Participants may no1 ciear d e g  
the nesting season udess a cumnt season s w e y  indicates no nestihg within 300 
feet of the proposed clearing. 

COMMENT: 
Wfi the Plan be dependent on the Bslrcones CanyonIands National WrldlIfe 
Refuge? What will happen to the Plan if the refuge is not completed. 

RESPONSE: 
The BCCP and the refuge are separate actions needed to protect federally--listed 
species in Travis County. They are dependent upon each other to accomplish this 



task. If the refuge does not complete the proposed land acquisition, the BCCP 
- 

permit and Travis County will not be impacted; but, the USFWS will have to 

initiate some program to aid in the protection of the resources in the Post Oak 
Ridge area. 

cobcMEW: 
Because most landowners were not involved in the prepasition of this plan, they 
will likely be unviihg to sell their land. The preserves will likely face serious 
fragmentation due to in-holdings and bisection by roadways and corridors. 

RESPONSE: 
Whether or not each landowner sat on one or all of the various cornmim does 
not mean heir concerns were not taken into consideration. The BCCP process 
has included the landowners or their elected representatives since it began in 
1988. Additionally, the process has always been open for comments and 
recommendations from all residents. 

Statements have been made that elected representatives did not a c N y  represent 
the individual that owned small parcels. The USFWS recognizes those concerns 
but cannot agree that landowners were left out of the development of the BCCP. 

Current information indicates that a number of the landowners want to keep their 
land as it is and others want to sell. The fact that a landowner does not want to 
sell does not mean the preserve is or will be -fragmented with respect to 
vegetation structure. Multiple ownership within a preserve block may make 
management operations more difficult but it does not negate the goal of limited 
fragmentation. 

COMMENT: 
Landowners are suspicious of the motivations of Plan proponents Frequently 
heard is that USEWS is desperate for a success story to aid reauthorhtion of the 
ESA. 

RESPONSE: 
There may be some landowners suspicious of the motivations of Plan 
proponents. However, many landowners have e x p d  their sup* for the 
Plan through a City of Austin bond election, through support expressed at pubEc 
meetings, and through informal convasations. 

Success of the BCCP wil l  not likely have an impact on the re-authorization of the 
Endangered Species Act. The Act will be re-authorizd based on a much broader 
picture than a single permit in Texas. 



The drive for the success of the BCCP comes from the applicants' desire to 
protect the natural resources of Travis County and the USFWS's mission to 
conserve the fish and wildlife and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the 
American people. The BCCP will fully comply with our mission. 

COIvrbENT: . 
While the BCCP effoon is laudable in its goal of providing suitable habitat and 
relief to the property owner, it has fallen short. 

RESPONSE: 
The BCCP provides an excellent example of the cooperation between deveioping 
entities and concerned cidxns to protect the natural resources of the area while 
allorking deveiopment to continue. 

COMMENT: 
"It is our opinion that the cost of program implementation is a viral 
element of the BCCP Plan and EIS. Under Section 4@)(2), Fish & 
Wildlife is charged with making economic impact assessments: 

The Secretary shall designate critical habitat, and make revisions 
thereto, under subsection (a)(3) on the basis of the best scientific 
data available and after taking into considemtion the economic 
impact, and any other relevant impact, of s p e c w g  any particular 
area as critical habitat. The Secretary. may exclude any area from 
&tical habitat if he detamines that the benefits of such exclusion 
outweigh the benefits of fifving such area as part of the critical 
habitat.. . 

To restate the point, under the proposed BCCP, the cost of c o m p h c e  is 
in many instances grater than or quai to the cost of the land. It poses 
a burden that, under the U.S. Constitution, would be considered to be a 
take, and as such should be excluded by the Secretary under Section 
4 ( b m  " 

RESPONSE: 
There is no relationship between the designation of critical habitat, as dkussed 
in d o n  4@)(2) of the ESA, and the preserves that are identified in the BCCP. 
Efowtzer, the proposed prexxves of the BCCP are the best habitat in Travis 
County and in the range of the golden-cfiedd warbler. 

Your statement that the cost of the mitigation exceeds the cost of the land and 
therefore "would be considered a take,' has not been the case in the se&n 
IO(a)(l)(B) permits previously issued in Travis County, Texas. The Service has 
worked with a number of applicants and come to agreement as to mitigation 



required for issuance of a permit. The BCCP is a process that will eliminate 
several costs associated with obtaining an individual s t i o n  10(a)(l)(B) permit. 

COMMENT: 
TheSplan appears to only benefit the developers, the City of Austin, and Travis 
County. - 

RESPONSE: 
The BCCP benefits a l l  the citizens or" Travis County and the country by finding 
common ground to zilow development to proceed while considering and 
protecting the narural resources of the area. 

COMMENT: 
Federal money is being used now to destroy habitat. 

RESPONSE: 
Federal money is being used to protect the federally-listed species in accordance 
with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the species' recovery 
plans. 

COMMENT: 
The Plan is based on politics and development, not biology. 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan was initially based on biology and then djusted by the @t holders 
as a result of economics, politics and development n&. 

k, 

coh4MENr: 
If a new species is found within the permit area, the plan appears to say it is 
covered with respect to the Ekdangesed Species Act, 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan does not cover newly discovered species. However, it does cover the 
species identified in the list in Chapter 2, section C. 3. of the find EES/HCP. 

COMMENr: 
Does thin Plan give the City of Austin any mntroi on lands outside of th&ETJ? 

RESPONSE: 
This Plan does not alter the land use controls that the City of Austin is authorized 
by the State of Texas. 



COMMENT: 
There is no support in this community to spend the kind of money to acquire the 
land, there is no support from Washington, and the State of Texas is not offering 
any money. 

RESPONSE: 
The community, through the City of Austin, and the Federal government are 
putting a signiiicant amount of money into this Plan. The City of Austin voters 
approved two bond items that have authorized the expenditure of approximately 
$42 million dollars for lands that contribute to this Plan. The Federal government 
has acquired approximately 13,000 of 46,000 acres that will benefit this Plan. 
To date, the State of Texas has not dedicated funds for acquisition or management 
of the proposed preserves in this Plan. 

COMMENT: 
The ESA will almost certainly be changed by legislation and/or pending Supreme 
Court decisions. Is it necessary to go forward now, when such changes might 
severely alter any such plan? After seven yean or more, why not wait a Ettle 
longer? 

RESPONSE: 
Re-authorization of the Endangered Species Act was due in 1992 and has not 
taken place at this time. Additionally, there is no guaranw when reauthorization i 

will occur or whether the Act will be changed when it does occur. Landowners 
in Travis County have asked for a means in which they could proceed with 
development while stiE protecting the reso- of the area At this time, the 
applicants want to p r o a d  and the USEWS concurs. 

COMMENT: 
Do I have to go to the USR\rS or get a permit from the BCCP to run my ranch? 

RESPONSE: 
Continuation of current ranching practices does not require authorization from the 
BCCP or the USFWS. & 

. 
COMMENT: 

The USFWS should stipulate that mitigation requirements for non-federal 
under section 7 consultations will not ex& the requirements of this Plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS has indicated that if activities within Tmvis County that must obtain 
section 7 authorintion under the Act comply with the provisions of the issued 
BCCP permit, there would be no additional obligatioa in reference U, ~ m p h ~ e  
with the Act. 



COMMENT: 
The comment period of 30 days should be extended because of the complexity of 
the activity and the document. 

RESPONSE: 
The draft EJS comment period was for 60 days. We believe that was an adequate 
period for tl6s activity and is more than what is required for NEPA reviews. 
Additionally, this activiry has undergone continuous public review since 1990 
when the initial Biological Advisory Team report was released and the scoping 
process began. 

COh!lMENr: 
The proposed and preferred actions fail to meet the minimum requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act. It will not prevent sigmficafi reduction in the 
l ikelihd of sUNival and recovery of the endangered species or of the proposed - 
endangered Earton Springs salamander. It would constitute an illegal jeopardy 

of the survival of the golden-cheeked warbler. 

RESPONSE: 
The preferred option, the option required for permit issuance, meetr the issuance 
requirements of section lO(a)(l)(B) of the Endangered Species Act. The recovery 
plan for the warbler identifies the need to protect enough habitat within recovery 
unit that includes Travis County to support "sufticient breeding habitat .... to 
ensue the continued existence of at least one viable, self-sustaining population." 
The habitat that is identified for protection under the BCCP in conjunction with 
the lands proposed for acquisition by the USFWS would protect adequate lands 
to accomplish this goal necessary for recovery of the warbler. 

Take of the Barton Springs salamander is not covered by this ped t .  

COMMENT: 
Alternatives to improve this Plan and resuit in lower costs indude: (1) iden-g 
which infwtnrcture projects should be scrapped as "jeopardy causing" and 
identifymg the cost savings; (2) identifying the lowered land costs tbat'result 
when assumed public subsidies are withdrawn; (3) identifving lower- costs 
associated with buying conservation easements rather than limiting preserve 
acquisition to purchase fee simple interests; and (4) evaluating the option of the 
City and County amassing as much preserve lands as are currently proposed while 
st i l l  q u b h g  all non-cityfcounty activities to secure their own mitigation lands. 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS has not identified any infrasmcnue projects that would result in 
jeopardy to any of the federally-listed species. Thdore ,  there are no possible 
savings from this option. 



The option of withdrawing public subsidies is not viable nor in the purview of 
this NEPA review. 

The Plan currently has the option of acquiring conservation easernentr rather than 
fee simple acquisitions, However, conservation easements that cal l  for the 
establishment of a marure forested community and no livestock generally cost as 
much as fee simple purchases. 

v the cidzens of Travis County The acquisition of the preserves without providin, 
a method to comply with the Endangered S+es Act was rejcted by the 
permittees. 

c0MhlENT: 
The more that is ]mown about the site specific edge effects, the more they mimight 
be avoided. Research should address how this might be prevented. 

RESPONSE: 
We concur and research within the BCCP boundaries and other portions of the 
range of the GCW wiu be pursued, as funding becomes available, to address the 
issue. 

COMMENT: 
If the goal of the Plan is to prevent the future lisfing of the bracketed Mistflower, , 
this Plaa does not accomplish that. 

RESPONSE: 
We concur; the Plan may have to provide additional mitigation for the brackEkd 
twistflower if it is listed in the future. 

COMMENT: 
What is Fish & Widlife Service's permitting policy in the targeted acquisition 
areas? Will FNS issue any permits - 10(a) or otherwise - in the targeted 
acquisition areas? What types of land usage or development, if any, wi l l  be 
allowed? What development densities will, be allowed, if any? ' 

RESPONSE: 
The Senict='s permitting policy within the proposed preserves is the m e  as that 
for the  area^ of Travis County prior to issuance of any incidental take pexmit. 
Those policies are stated under section lO(a)(l)(B) of the Endangered S p x h  Act 
and Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations Part 13.21 Issuance of pennib. 



previously issued permits and lands proposed for mitigation. This wiil be the 
same for applications for development of lands proposed s preserves under the 

- BCCP. 

Wiu the Service issue permits within the boundaries of the proposed preserves? 
That is not possible to answer at this time. It wiil d w n d  on the activity, 
iocation, density, size and other factors that may be present at the time of the 
analysis. 

COMMENT: 
Axe all the Species of Concern fisted on pages 3-19 to 3-25 covered by the BCCP 
permit? If not, which are and which aren't? 

RESPONSE: 
The species of concern identified in Chapter 2, section C.3. of the find EISECP 
are covered by this permit. The species identified in Table 6 are those that were 
considered for inclusion. The applicants determined that no aquatic species would 
be covered by this plan and that the majority of the other species rarely occur in 
this area or are so common they are not likely to be listed over the life of this 

COMMENT: 
Is the LCRA mitigating for "take" caused by its wholesale customers' senice 
area that occurs outside of the Travis County BCCP permit m? Are they 
mitigating through the BCCP pennit for areas outride of Travis county? 

RESPONSE: 
' LCRA is mitigating through the BCCP for their wholesale customers for activities 

that fall within Travis County only. 

COMMENTS RELATING TO MITIGATION 

COMMENT: 
Is the BCCP a 30 year or permanent preserve system? 

RESPONSE: 
The BCCP incidental take permit allows for the incidental take of the subject 
f e d d y  listed species for a period of 30 years. The permit is renewable by the 
applicants and this tenn can be extended. The mitigation for that incidental take 
is permanent because the take of the species is permanent. 



The acquisition and management of the proposed preserves as indicated in the 
Plan will result in Travis County protecting the adequately covered species with 
regard to compliance with the Act. 

m: 
The issue of "cenaintyn is of paramount importan= to the enrire Travis County 
community. The 11 August 1954 "No Surprisesn U.S. Fish and W11dlife 
Service's letter stated that "It is also recognized that circumstances and 
information may change over time and that the original plan might need to be 
revisedn and "Moreover, the Services s h d  not seek my other form of additional 
mitigation from an ECP perminee except under extraordinary circumstances." 
In view of the forgoing just how do the participants in the p h  have any 
" d t y . "  What are and who defines "extraordinq circumstances?" 

RESPONSE: 
The "No Surprisesn policy of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that 
In negotiating "unforeseen circumstances" provisions for HCP's, the Fish and 

Service and National Marine Fisheries Service (Services) shall not 
require the commitment of additional land or financial compensation beyond the 
level of mitigation which was othenvise adequately provided for a species under 
the terms of a properly functioning HCP. Moreover, the Services shall not seek 
any other form of additional mitigation from an HCP permittee except under 
aimordinary circumstances. 

/ 
L 

The USFWS shall have the burden of demonstrating that such 
extraordinary circumstances exist, using the best scientitic and commercial 
data available. USFWS findings must be ciearly documented and based 
uwn reliable technical information regarding the status and habitat 
&uirements of the affected species. 

In deciding whether any extraordinary drcumstanm edSt which might 
warxant requiring additional mitigation fkom an H(SP perdtee, the 
USFWS shall consider, but not be limited to the following facton: 

- the size of the current range of the affected species - the percentage of range adversely affected by the HCP - the ;excentage of range covered by the BCP 
- the emlog id  significance of that portion of the range affected by 



- whether the HCP was originally designed to provide an overall net 
benefit to the affected species and contained measurable criteria for 
assessing the biological s u c ~ s s  of the HCP 

- whether failure to adopt additional conservation measures would 
appreciably reduce the iikelihocKi of survival a d  recovery of the 
affected species in the wiid. 

The USFWS has stated that the species listed under the prefened alternative 
would be adequately covered by this HCP and that no additional midgation would 
be required if all of the proposed preserve sites and karst features are acquired 
and managed. 

COMMENT: 
According to a City of Austin working document, landowners in Travis County 
have already lost the development use of 66,000 acres of "undevelopable land" 
or approximately 100 square miles of land through existing ordinances, 
regulations, etc. A large portion of these lands is suitable habitat such as draws, 
canyons, water setbacks, steep slopes, etc. Why are affected landowners not 
given mitigation credit for this acreage, much of which will or does support 
endangered species? 

RESPONSE: 
The majority of these lands do not provide a benefit to the species of concern. 
Some of these lands muid provide benefits to plant species, the black-capped 
vireo (if the area were managed fo rda t  species) and may provide benefits to 
some karst species. However, because the warbler is adversely impacted by 
development that surrounds a relatively small or narrow patch of habitat, these 
ateas would not provide any benefit to the goldencheeked warbIer. Additionally, 
there is no assurance that the ordinances that currently restrict development in 
these areas would remain in place. Therefore, because of the lack of assurance 
and the Limited value of these areas, they were not included in the mitigation 
credit calculation. 

a C O W :  
The Plan needs to be more quantitative in its definition of "taken and 
'mitigation". This will help in es&ating the effects of the management practices 
on populations of the neotropid migrants. 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan adequateiy identifies "Laken in acres of habitat and mitigation in acres 
by macrosite. 



COM-MENT: 
The importance of protecting larger and less fragmented areas of waxbler habitat 
within Travis County is recognized by the Service in rejecting the out-ofcounty 
mitigation alternative, yet it is ignored in estabiishing pennit requirements. 

RISPONSE: - 
The rejection of habitat protection outside of T m i s  County was not based on 
protecting of larger and less hgmented areas. If was based on the fact that the 
elimination of the Travis County population of the vireo and warbler would result 
in range and genetic constriction of the distribution of federdily endangered 
species and that could not be supported by the USFWS. 

COh4MENT: 
The Biological Advisory Team recommended far more than the 36,000 acres 
identified on page 2-30 and so much of the BAT's recommendations have been 
ignored that it is inaccurate to say the BAT's report is the "basic guide" for the 
Plan, page 1-10. 

RESPONSE: 
The BAT made 4 recommendations with reference to the golden-cheeked warbler: 
1. The viable population size of the warbler is at least 500 to 1,W breeding 

pairs; 
2. each preserve should be contiguous and unfzigmented; 
3. less than five percent of the area of- any preserve should be within 100 

meters of the preserve boundary; and,. 
4. at least two viable warbler populations should be protected. 

The BAT indicated that they had identified adequate habitat for supporting a 
viable warbler population around the Bull Creek watershed and the south Post 
Oak Ridge area. The preserves proposed by the Plan indude approximately 
5,600 acres in the Bull Creek watershed and approldmately 8,100 acres in the 
Cypress Creek watershed. The USFWS is acquidng appmxisxntdy 25,000 aaes 
in the south Post Oak Ridge area. These units are relatively unfiagmented and 
fom large blacks. Using on average, between 15 and 30 pairs per 250 aapl 
identified by the BAT, density of 22 warbler per 250 acres the Butl Creek and thc 
Cypress CRek pmemes would support approdmately 1,200 breeding pairs of 
warblers. The area being purchased by the USFWS would support approdmately 
2,000 breeding pairs. Either of these areas would individually provide enough 
habitat for one viable population of warblers. Additionally, t&e Plao proposes to 
establish a 4,000 acre preserve at Barton Creek, 4,500 acre preserve in the South 
Lake Austin macrosite and a 5,000 acre preswe in the North Lake Austin 
macrosite. These preserves could support a maximum of appli0ximatef.y 1,100 
breeding pairs of warblers. 



The recommendation by the BAT that less than five percent of the area of the 
preserve be within 100 meters of the edge of the habitat was based on the 
requirements of the eastern woud warblers. This information was a general 
planning guideline and does not appear to be supported by the information 
gathered by DL3 Associates in the Bull Creek watershed. Their work around the 
3M- Austin Center and the City of Austin wastewater treatment plant 4 site, 
indicates that warblers effectively use the edges of mature forested &acts along 
undeveloped and deveioped areas provided the mature forest tract is large. 

We believe that the guidelines developed by the BAT aie incorporated in the 
cunent Plan. 

CONMENT: 
The BAT recommended against fragmentation of preserves and that is ailowed 
under the proposed and preferred aiternatives. 

RESPONSE: 
The goal of the Plan is to establish a preserve system that has the least amount 
of fragmentation to benefit the federally-listed species as well as the ecosystem 
in the area. The preserve boundaries were established to minimize fragmentation. 
The base that existed in the area did not allow the establishment of a preserve 
system that was in complete agreement with the recommendations of the BAT. 
However, since the BAT indicated that the Plan should protect habitat that would 
support two viable populations and we believe the proposed preserves will 
accomplish that, the Plan is in complivce with the recommendations of the BAT. 

corn: 
Another fairness issue remains in the perpetual responsibility for maintenance. 
Mitigation expense becomes a perpetual expense of affected 1andowne.n. Even 
nonprofit wrporations only have thirty year windows. 

RESPONSE: 
The destruction of warbler habitat is permanent and the mitigation must also be 
permanent. This is true for all section 10(a)(l)(B) incidental take permits. The 
cuntent maintenance contracts are for 30-year periods but the mitigation must be 
in perpetuity. After the 30-year period, additionat arrangements must be made 
to manage the properties. 

corn: 
After the permit expires will the County be freed of ESA requirements? 

RESPONSE: 
After the permit requirements are met, Travis County will not be R ~ M  to do 
anything additional to have f ' y  complied with the requirements of the Act. 



However, the Plan does not cover aquatic species and additional requirements 
may be necessary to cover those species. Additionally, the permit is issued to 
cover incidentai lahe that occurs only while the permit is in force. Therefore, the 
permit would have to be extended if all of the habitat proposed to 'be taken over 
30 years has not occurred. This extension would not require additional mitigation 
or public review; oniy a 1ette.r from the permi-s requesting the permit be 
extended. 

COMMENT: 
The Plan should set forth a point at which mitigation requirements permanently 
cease for all covered species. 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan specifically identifies the total amount of mirigation required for the 
species, identified in Chapter 2 section C.3. of the find ELS/HCl?, to be 
compietely covered for all development in Travis Counry. However, it does not 
set a specific point in time when that would be accomplished because: (1) 
preserve acquisition is based on collection of participation funds fkom future 
development which cannot be accurately projected and (2) management of the 
preserve land must be in perpetuity. 

The USFWS guarantees that they will not request additional mitigation for the 
species, identified in Chapter 2 section C.3. of the finai EISECP, avered in the 
BCCP should the listing status of any of those species change in the future and 
the actions proposed by the BCCP are completed. 

COMMENT: 
Why did the BCCP disregard the option of purchasing habitat in other, more rural 
areas where property values are a fraction of those in and around Austia It 
should be noted that such habitat is as good or be= than Austin area properties 
and the rural development opportunities are limited. Furthermore, the question 
of who denied t!e alternative to acquire habitat outside of Travis County and on 
what authority itas not been established. 

a 

EESPONSE: . 
The lands within Travis County have been and are currenay considered the best 
blocks of warbler habitat in its entire range. The Regional Director fnnn the 
Albuquerque Regional Office of the USFWS indicated that the desrmction of all 
the warbler habitat within Travis County would not be in compiiance with the 
provisions of the Endangered Spedes Act. Thexefore, the afternattVe to acquire 
preserve lands outside of Travis County was eliminated. 

COMiMENT: 
How will this promote protection of endangered species? 



RESPONSE: 

- This Plan wiU establish dedicated preserves for the fderally-listed species 
covered. These preserves meet the requiremenrr idecciiied in the species' 
recovery plans and therefore, meet the goal of specis protection and movement 
towirds recovery. 

COMMENT: 
As much land as possible should be set aside wirh consideration to development. 

RESPONSE: 
This Plan is setting aside as much land as possible w'de taking into consideration 
the biological requiremen& of the species, total cost and current development. 

COMMENT: 
The Plan gives up too much habitat, it will not save the species; scientists must 
say what is necessary to save the species. 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS and scientists in VWD and private industry reviewed and approved 
the recovery plans for the listed species included in this Plan. The recovery plans 
idenafy what the scientists believe is necessary for the federally-listed spedes to 
be removed fmm the endangered species list. This Plan fully complies with those 
recovery plans. 

COMMENT: 
The Plan should call for no net loss of habitat .and vigorously enforce the 

\, Endangered Species Act. 

RESPONSE: 
The Endangered Species Act does not call for "no net loss" of habitat and allows, 
under section 7 and section lO(a)(l)(B) the incidental t a k ~  of federally-listed 
species if that take does not jeopardize the continued existence of the species. We 
believe this Plan fully complies with the requirements and intent of the Act. i 

coMA4ENT: 
The Plan does not offer adequate protection for a11 30 species of concern. 

RESPONSE: 
We believe the Plan provides adequate protection for the species of concern if all 
the actions identified in the issued permit are accompLished. 



COMMENTS RELATNG TO 

c0MhElUT: 
Because of the "Public Ac-cess~rovisions of the 
for allowing lands purchased with private funds, 

PRESERVES 

plan, what is the justification 
i.e. Participation Certificates, 

for Endangered Species preserves to be used for public recreation facilities? 

RES?ONSE: 
The primary purpose of the acquisition of the preserve lands for the BCCP is the 
conservation of the naturai resources of Travis County. This g o d  was supported 
by the citizens of Austin with their passage of bond items that totaled $42 d o n  
to be used to acquire tracts of undeveioped land in Travis County. In addition, 
Travis County will be redirecthg a portion of taxes from BCCP development 
back into the Plan. 

The proposed preserves for the BCCP are not currently proposed for general 
public use. Eowever, if adequate funds become available, these lands could be 
open to limited public use. 

The BCCP is a voluntary program developed to assist the residents of Txavis 
County in their consemation of natural resources and continued economic i 
development. If a developer does not support the goals and ideals of this 
program, they are not required to participate. 

'. COMMENT: 
How does FWS know that public access at any time to endangered spech 
preserves does not timaten the survival of the species? 

RESPONSE: 
The impact of human activities on various species has been a d i e d  throughout the 
United States. These studies and observations by biologists, with respect to the 
species of concern, give a general idea about the direct impact of human activity 
on a species. 

Additionally, rec~eation impact to soil and vegetation has been studied in State 
and Nationat Parks and various wildlife management areas. These pmvide 
information on the indirect inpacts of human activities on a species. 

If there are no specific ~;ddies on a species of concern, the above information is 
d y z e d  to recommend activities that are compatible and not compatible in a 
@es preserve. The recreation activities that directly impact a species would 
be prohibited when that species is in the area and may be allowed when that 



species has migrated to another location. Generally, d v i t i e s  that indirectly 
cause adverse impacts to a species would not be allowed Z i  my time because it 
could prevent a species from using the area when it returm. 

COMMENT: 
There are lands to be managed in accordance with preseme system requirements 
owned by certain entities &CRA, The Nature Conse,~ancy, some private 
landowners, etc.) that wiU also be designated as paa of the presme system. Will 
these lands be managed in perpetuity as preserves or will they revert 
unencumbered or otherwise to their fee owners at the end of the permit period or 
at some other time? Are they part of a permanent presene system or not? 

RESPONSE: 
All the preserve lands that are established as a result of an incidental take permit 
must be managed in perpetuity. Some of the current land management 
agreements are for a period of 30 years, but the land must be set aside as a 
preserve and managed in perpetuity. 

COMMENT: 
If some of the preserve lands revert unencumbered back to the fee owners at 
some point in time, why is there no mechanism in the plan for the Pamcipation 
Certificate entities to also receive either the lands they acquired on bettatf of the 
BCCP or recovery of their Participation Ceaificate fees? 

RESPONSE: 
Preserve lands do not revert unencumbered to fee owners at some point in time. 

\ 

COMMENT: 
The Bull Creek macrosite is too small and fragmented to accomplirh its principal 
task of providing a viable preserve for the warbler. 

RESPONSE: 
The Bull Creek macrosite in and of itself does not have to provide a viable 
population of 500 to 1,000 breeding pairs of warblers. The Bull Creek "site in 
conjunction with the other macrosites must provide enough habitat to support a 
viable p o p w o n  of warblers. The proposed pmaves will accomplish that. 

co-: 
The "edge" of a preserve is the area around its boundary where the population 
density of the target species is zero. This area extends to the point whexe "edge" 
effwts on no longer be measured. The first 320 meters or so is a "dead zone" 
for the Bull Creek macrosite, where no breeding is expected to occur. Nearly 
half of the Bull Cteek macrosite will not support any waxblexs at all, and another 
quarter wil l  be cfironically stressed. 



RESPONSE: 
There are several subdivisions around Travis County that have warblers within 
320 meters of the deveiopment. Jester Estates is an e m p l e  within the Bull 
Creek macrosite. This s~bdivision is more than 10 years old and the warblers axe 
nesting and foraging up to the back yards of the houses. 

If the warbler cannot tolerate an urbanized edge, it would be reasonable to 
assume that the warbler would discontinue the use of the area immediately or by 
the next generation of warblers after the fragmentation occurred. The warbler 
has a life span of less than 10 years and warblers are still using this area. 

Other examples of the warbler using up to the edge of urban fragmentation 
inciude the Westtake Hills area, Long Canyon, Lost Creek Estates, and Glen 
Lake Estates. 

Another type of fragmentation in the Bull Creek macrosite relates to the 
conversion of the mature oak/juniper forest to an oak savannah. The City of 
Austin purchased land in the area of the intersection of RR 620 and RR 2222 for 
the construction of Water Treatment Plant 4. This land was cieared more than 
10 years ago and a natural vegetation community edge was created in warbler 
habitat. The edge of this property supports nesting warblers and their territories 
raxge into this vegetation community. 

With respect to fragmentation by natural vegetation communities, there are 
q r t s  of the warbler using blocks of mature forested communities as small as 
20 acres and canyons less than 300 meters wide. 

Based on these examples, the edge effects that have been reported and the edge 
assumptions used in the creation of models are not identifying the controlling 
factors to the use of an area by the warbler. The above examples indicate that 
warblers do use the edge of a mature forested community. However, examples 
in Travis County also indicate the warblers do not use smal l  blocks of mature 
forested aseas totally sunounded by urbanization, such as Westlake Hills and the 
eastern portion of Jester Estates. The big question that has not beeh a n s w d  in 
this case is: how small of a block of habitat will the warbler occupy in an urban 
area? 

Fragmentation does impact the warbler, to what extent and for what reascm is not 
understood, The warbler sighting i n f o d o n  in Travis County, -seems to 

urban ftagmentation has a negative impact while ftagmenuon as a 
result of a native vegetation community does not. The BCCP is proposing to 
protect the highest quality and largest blocks of warbler habitat with the least 
urban fhgrnentation possible in Travis County. 



~ m ~ w :  
We support the management guideline that the overriding influence in all 

- decisions regarding management of the preserve lands will be the welfare of the 
target species. However, there should be some flexibility in what constitutes a 
target species. 

RESPONSE: 
The target species will. not change uniess there is a thorough review by the 
Service, applicants, and the citizens of Travis County. 

COMMENT: 
There is no dear definidon of preserve acquisition schedule or areas, nor how the 
acquisition is to function. 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS has prioritized the importance of the identified rnacrosites. As 
acquisition funds become available, the lands within the high priority rnacrosites 
would be reviewed for the tract that has the highest degree of need for 
acquisition. This would be determined by habitat quality, willing seller, threats 
to the site and other factors at the time of the purchase. 

COMMENT: 
The Plan provides for preserve management but the Plan is vague on coordination 
and development of the plans. 

RESPONSE: 
; The original management guidelines for the proposed presenres was drafted by 

the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and finalized by the applicants, to 
provide a basis for all management plans for the various preserve tracts. These 
plans will be reviewed by the Service, Coordinating Committee. A spgific 
dement of the review by the Service wiu be compliance with the terms of the 
incidental take permit and the recovery of the sped=. The management plans will 
be approved by the Coordinating Committee Secretary. 

i 

COMMENT: 
The pmposed preserve along Barton Creek is so ke ly  dissected that it is &y 
to protect or preserve any actual or potential GCFV habitat. 

RESPONSE: 
We concur and that acreage is not considered part of the 30,500 acres of prarerve 
lands. 



COMMENT: 
The corridor along RR 620 should be a priority because it will create an amount 
of unsuitable habitat within the bounds of the proposed preserve units that are 
considered the most important for the GCW. Additionally, prote~ting this area 
wiU protect a large portion of the BCV habitat. 

EE3PONSE: 
Development already exists along the RR 620 corridor between the Bull Creek 
and Cypress Creek macrosires. The acquisition of the undeveloped tracts in this 
corridor would be expensive and not significantly reduce the impacts of 
urbnization in the proposed preserve units. The BCV habitat adjacent to this 
area is currently proposed for acquisition. 

m: 
The areas to be included in the Preserre have changed since the date when the 
original maps were prepared by the City staff and used by the infrastructure 
planning group. As a result, the origioai maps of the infrastructure corridors no 
longer accurately reflect the presene lands. The preparation of accurate maps 
of the preserve lands showing the infrastructure corridors is essential to all the 
utilities who will be required to determine when operations will be on preserve 
lands. Copies of the preservdcorridor maps should be made available to the 
utilities &I insure that they wiu have a clear picture of the extent of the preserve 
lands. 

i 

RESPONSE: 
The areas to be included in the preserve have not changed. Existing detailed 

\. maps of the "BCCP Existing Facilities" and "BCCP Plannd Corridors and 
S p e d  Use T~if~ts" (revised: September 1, 1993) should be used by utility 
~roviders as the basis for project planning and rwiew purposes. These maps will 
1. 

be available through the Coordinating Committee Secretary. 

COMMENT: 
A scientific panel should be established with the authority to make such decisions 
as to which land is habitat and which pmperties are most imporhit to pursue for 

, the preserve system. * 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS has identified an acquisition priority for the macmsites within the 
pmposed preserves. As acquisition funds become available the lands within the 
high priority preserves would be reviewed for the tract that has the higbest degree 
of need for acquisition. This would be determined by Witat quality, willing 
seller, threats to the site, and other factors occurring at the time of the purchase. 



7OMMENT: 
There is insufficient discussion regarding the proposed mvlagernent actions for 
the preserves. 

RESPONSE: 
The management guidelines must be followed in establishing the site specific 
management plans. These guideline were reviewed in 1993 when first released 
by TPWD and again in the draft EIS. We believe the discussion and review was 
adequate. 

CONMENT: 
The Service should consider the cost and efficacy of constructing a 10-foot high 
deer-proof -fence around subdivisions m restrict human access to designated 
points. Additionally, a n n d  blue jay extirpation campaigns should be undertaken 
prior to warbler breeding seasons. 

RESPONSE: 
The management guidelines identrfy the need to undertake deer control programs. 
Eowever, with the cost of deer-proof fencing and Limited availability of funds, 
the requirement to construct such fencing is not recommended. If speafc sites 
are identified to have significant deer browse problems, deer-proof fencing would 
be a potential tool to use. 

There are no current plans to incorporate blue jay control programs. If future 
information indicates this is a necessary management action, the program could 
be implemented. 

'\ 

COMMENT: 
In order to clarify the rules that wilI apply when utilities are working in arm that 
are not yet purchased but are planned to be purchased as part of the Preserve, we 
also recommend that Appendix B state that the W t r u c t u r e  PIanning Appendix 
wil l  be controlled both for presently owned preserve land and for land that is 
planned to become part of the preserve in the future. 

b 

. RESPONSE: 
Any infrslstructure activity on land within the pmpostd pmeme boundaries 
should rely on the detailed maps for identification of existing and planned 
corridors, 

COMMENT: 
The EZCPIDEIS states that it d m  "not allow for signiscant inholdings" and that 
must be addressed in the Plan. 



P\ESPONSE: 
We do not find the identified phrase in the draft EIS. The draft B S  indicates that 
inholdings must be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Some 
subdivisions exist adjacent to and projecting into some of the proposed preserve 
lands and that fact can not be altered. Those developments can not be eliminated 
and the area restored to preexisting conditions. 

COMMENT: 
The DEIS shouid include a detailed analysis of the impact of this plan on the 
preserve owners. 

RESPONSE: 
Additional restrictions are not placed on the proposed preserve lands as a result 
of this action. Those property owners may proceed with obtaining authorization 
under the Endangered Species Act individually, keep their land in f d y  
ownership, or sell their land to the BCCP or other buyer at fair market prices. 
The action of issuing this permit does not alter t h - a  options which are the same 
as those in place, prior to the issuance of such a permit. 

COMMENT: 
Landowners within the proposed preserves feel they would be better off without 
the Plan. Without the Plan they believe that they may be able to reatize some use 
or vaiue for their land. Once the Plan is started, these landowners are trapped 
in the process because the integrity of the preseme must be maintained or the I 

issued permit is jeopardized. , 

', RESPONSE: 
The landowners in the proposed preserves are not being asked to wait for up to 
20 years for their property to be purchased. The Plan does not provide any 
restrictions that prohibits those landowners from selling their property at any 
time. The Plan indicates that at the projetted rate of revenue collection, it would 
take approximately 20 years for the Plan to have enough money to purcfnase all 
the preserve lands at a fair market price. Not all of the landowners c~nently 
want to sell or develop their land, therefore this action does not cuhmtly impaft 
those landowners nor do their plans impact the BCCP. , 

COMMENT: 
The land acquired for preserves should be preserves. If the lands are to be public 
parks, then the public should acquire them rather than private citizens -g 
them. 

RESPONSE: 
The lands acquired for the preserves, whether by the use of public or private 
fuads, will be preserves. However, some public use of preserves may be 



compatible with the primary purpose of species conservadon. There wiil be no 
differentiation on the proposed preserve land as to the source for the acquisition 

- funds. 

The Plan wiil not encourage recreational use of the preserve sites. Eowever, the 
Plan has iden,tified possible passiveilow intensity recreationai activities that would 
be consistent with the goals of the permit, if adequate funding is available. Land 
magerneni plans will discuss public use of the preserves. 

COMMENT: 
There has not been sufficient analysis of the economic aria social inpacu on the 
people who are within the designated preserve system. 

RESPONSE: 
Additional restdctions are not pI& on the proposed preserve lands as a result 
of this action. Those property owners may proceed with obtaining authorization 
under the Endangered Species Act individually, keq their land in family 
ownership, or sell their land to the BCCP or other buyer at fair market prices. 
The action of issuing this permit does not alter those options which are the same 

those in piace, prior to the issuance of such a permit. 

COMMENT: 
The permit acquisition time-line is too long. What will mitigate impacts to 
landowners within the proposed preserves over the 20 year acquisition period? 
All efforts should be made to reduce this t h e  to a 5 - to 10 - year period. 

What is the justification for asking landowners in the proposed preserve 
' acquisition areas to possibly wait for up to twenty years for their property to be 

purchased? Was fairness a consideration? 

RESPONSE: 
The p e d  applicants arid the USFWS agree. Should development and associated 
funding occur at a rate that is faster than that assumed for the Plan, preserve 
acquisition wi l l  occur over a shorter period of time. Acquisition prioxitks wd 
Qke into consideration opportunity and availability and will try to accomodate 
landowner needs. 

The landowners in the proposed p-es are not being asked to wait for up to 
20 yean for their pmperty to be purchased. The Plan does not provide any 
restrictiom that prohibit those landownen finm selling their p r o m  at any time. , P h  hdicate~ that at the projected =& of revenue collection, it would tA@ 
approximately 20 years for the Plan to have enough money to purchase all the 
preserve lands at a fair market price. 



- 

The private property owners within the proposed preserves are not prohibited 
from reiling their land, keqing their land, or a~piying for their own incidental 
take pennit. 

CO NTS RELATING TO AQUATIC SPECTES 

C0kcMEN-T: 
The dmft EIS is vague as to how the aquatic species are to be addressed. What 
impact wiu listing the Barton Springs salamander have on the P h ?  

The permit should not be finalized until the issue of inclusion or exclusion of 
aquatic species is resolved. If aquatic species are initially excluded from the 
Plan, assurance should be given that they will not be inciuded without public 
review of the proposal. 

The Barton Springs salamander should be included in the Plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The pennit applicants have determined that the Barton Springs salamander and 
other aquatic species would not be included in the pennit at this time. There is 
no requirement under the Act that every listed or proposed species in an area be 
included in an incidental take permit. A discussion is included in the find 
EIS/HCP in case there is a decision to include them in the futrrre. If these 
spedes are to be included, this would require public discusdon and " p p d  by 
the Permit applicants. 

Because the aquatic species are not included and the Banon Springs i n g s d e r  
is a proposed species, the USFWS must consider effects to proposed species from 
their activities (issuance of an incidental take permit). Therefore, the i5.d 
EISACP states that properties within the Baaon S p ~ g s  drainage a ~ a  of TQvis 
County should obtain guidance with respect to avoiding the hiacts of thek 
activity on water quality as it dates to the Barton Springs salamaidm. 



COn/lTMEN1[:S RELATTNG TO WARBLERS, 
VIREOS, m KARST 

COMMLHT: 
The Plan allows 55 percent of tile known BCV population in Travis County to be 
taken. This is unacceptably high. 

RESPONSE: 
The location and number of the vireos in Travis County changes from year-to- 
year. The calculation of take under this Plan was based on acreage surrounding 
known vireo sightings. These take areas currently contain one or tuo pairs 
existing in small habitat units and are not the clusters of vireos that are considered 
more important by the Plan. The known cluster of nesting vireos, containing 
approximately 75 percent of the vireos known outside of the National Wildlife 
Refuge, is currently proposed for protection under the Plan. 

COMMENT: 
Are the proposed preserve lands for the karst invertebrates large enough to 
include the surface and sub-surface drainage basins of the caves hewn to contain 
the species? 

RESPONSE: 
The preserves for the karst invertebrates will be determined by a hydrogeologic 
survey of the s h c e  and sub-surfacf: drainage area of the cave in which they are 
found. If there has not been a hydrogeologic defineation, Participation 
Certificates cannot be issued for the area within 0.25 d e s  of the cave opening. 
The final EESIHCP has been modified to clanfl these conditions. 

COMMFSJT: 
Will areas outside the preserve lands stdl require evaluations of their caves, 
fauna, and the potential impacts on them? New species of concern are still being 
discovered outside the preserve lands, wiu the USFWS's ability to protect those 
areas be hampered by lack of research due to this Plan? 

RESPONSE: 
Areas outside of the proposed preserve lands will not be required to have surveys 
for karst invertebrates. Eowever, if sweys are done and new caves, with 
significant biological diversity, are found, they may be exchanged for less 
biologically diverse caves on the acquisition list. 



CONMENT: 
We recommend using spatially explicit population models to examine effects of - 
various land-use alternatives on the GCW and BCV. A useful basic reference on 
modeling forest-interior bird populations is Temple and C q  (1988). 

RESPONSE: - 
The Service has used Vortex and is currently using Ramas Meta Population 
software to obtain additional guidance on the size of preserves for a viable 
population of these birds. The work of Dr. Craig Pease for the BAT used 
p r i m d y  information on forest-interior birds. Eowever, we do not believe that 
the GCW is a forest-interior species and the use of such species as a guideline 
could result in incorrect projections with reference to block size and 
configuration. 

COMNENT: 
The development within kant areas may cause degradation of water quality to the 
point that incidental take wi l l  occur. 

RESPONSE: 
The area recommended for protection for each karst feature includes the surface 
and subsurface hydrogeologic f& area for the subject feature. If such protection 
is accomplished, that will include all the area that will provide groundwater ta the 
karst feature. I i 

COMMENT: 
What constitutes viable populations of the BCV and GCW? Is quantity, quality 
and spatial structure of habitat tracts in the Plan adequate to maintain such viable 
populations? 

RESPONSE: 
A viable population is a population that maintains its vigor and its potential for 
evolutionary adaptation and that is self-sustaining with minimal demographic or 
genetic inkmention over the long term. It is generally considered that 5W1,000 
eEf~~:tively b d g  pairs is a viable population, . - 
Under the Endangered Species Act, the applicant for an incidental taks pemdt is 
responsible for mitigating the impacts of their dwelopment. If there is not a 
viable population present in the project asea, they are not required to mitigate 
with a viable population. A viable popuiation of the BCV does not exist in T s a .  
County. Therefon, the Plan must only mitigate to off set the impacts of the 
Plan. 

A viable population of GCW does exist in Travis County; to comply with the . 
recovery plan, there must be a viable population in Travis County after 



implementation of the Plan. Establishment of preserves totaling approximateiy 
30,500 acres by the BCCP and approximately 46,000 acres for the Balcones 
Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge will protect enough acreage and in a 
configuration that will support at least two viable popuiations of the GCW. 

COMME,W: 
The edge effects assumed by the Plan are much mailer ihan the edge effects as 
identified by the BAT. 

RESPONSE: 
We believe the edge effects for large blocks of habitat are not as severe as those 
projected by the BAT. This is because wahlers continue to use the urban edge 
of large block within the proposed preserve units in Travis County. There is no 
reliable information on the edge effects on the warbler, therefore, this calculation 
was not done. The information currently available includes s i d c a n t  
assumptions and therefore is being used as a general planning tool rather than 
specific preserve design. 

COMMENT: 
What will cause the GCW to move into the BCCP preserves when their habitat 
in the rest of Travis County is destroyed? 

RESPONSE: 
Generally, species expand to fZl the habitat that is available to them. This is 
evident when a forest area is convert@ to a grassland and meadowlarks move in 
or when a grassland becomes a shrubland and white-tailed deer move in. We 

', believe that as the areas of the proposed preserves become mature forested areas, 
the golden-cheeked warbler will expand into those areas. We do not expect all 
of the existing individuals to move to the preserves. 

COMMENT: 
Has anyone seen a recovery plan for the warbler or the karst invertebrates? 

RESPONSE: i 

A recovery plan for the warbler was completed in September 1992, the vireo in 
September 1991 and for the karst invertebrates in August 1994. All of these 
recovery plans went through a public review process and were ured in evaluation 
of the finai Plan as proposed in tbe final E?S/HB. Copies of the recovery plans 
are available for review from the USWS. 

COMMENT: 
The principle recommendations of the Biological Advisory Team were not taken 
into consideration in the design of the BCCP preserves. Karst zones of high 
endemism should be preserved, rather than single cave entrances. 



All existing vireo localities should be protected unol decisions are made on the 
size and configuration of the preserve system. 

RESPONSE: 
The principle recommendations of the BAT were taken into consideration in the 
design af the presemes far this Plan. 

The Plan is proposing to preserve karst zones of high endemism rather than single 
cave.% However, there are caves with high species diversiy that are not near 
other karst features. In those cases, the hydrogeologic surface and sub-surface 
feed areas are to be protected. 

T ~ ~ B A T  recommends that all known vireo populations should be protected until 
the size and configuration of the preserve system has been partially met. The size 
and configuration of the proposed preswes has been identified. The goal of the 
protection of all vireo locations until the vireos are established in the proposed 
presenes is not feasible at this time. However, less than 25 percent of all the 
vireos in Travis County currently exist outside of the proposed preserve 
boundaries. 

COMMENT: 
Given the transient nature of black-capped vireo habitat and the need to create 
more vireo habitat, extensive cooperation with private land owners may be 
neassary for the recovery of this species. 

RESPONSE: 
\, 

The Swim concurs that the private land owner is a vital compon~t  in the 

conservation and recovery of the natural tesomc~ of this country. O v d  
recovery of the vireo is beyond the scope of this permit action. It is the 
responsibility of the BCCP to mitigate for the impacts of its activities. The 
USFWS will continue to work with other parties to meet overall recovery 
objectives. 

c0MMESISr: 
The dculation of the area of warbler habitat outside of the BCQ preserves that 
will be protected by local ordinances is flawed and untenable. Overlap of W3?% 
and golden-cheeked warbler habitat requires conection. 

RESPONSE: 
The calculations and discussion on page 4-23 of the were to idenw 
possible areas that waxblen may continue to use following development of arras 
located outside of the proposed p-s. These were based on the current lev& 
of protection afforded those lands by local ordinances. We agsee with your 
comments that there is a lack of guarantee that these ordinances will r e d  in 



place. As such, WPZ iicreage outside of preserve boundaria was not used in 

- calculating the acres required for the BCCP because no blocks of WPZs acres 
were identified that would benefit the warbler after full development. The text 
has been revised to reflect this. 

COMMENT: 
The doctoral dissertation by Mr. Tom Engels indicates the adveae effects of 
"edgen on warbler presence and reproduction in an area. The accurate estimate 
of "edgen impacts on preserve lands would show that only small axeas at the core 
of some preserve areas wil l  Likely provide actual nesting and feeding areas for the 
warblers. 

RESPONSE: 
Dr. Engels' dissertation provides new infonnation on the interaction of the 
golden-cheeked warbler, a native species, and the blue jay, a species expanding 
its range into the arer The major goal of the dissertation was to investigate the 
effects of urban fkagmentation on the warbler. He did not identtfy specific effects 
of urban fbgmentation but he did find that there is a highly significant negative 
correlation between the presence of the warbler and jay. This dissertation did not 
provide any information on the adverse effects of 'edge", per se, on warbler 
presence or reproduction nor did it identify the di£ference in warbler densities 
within a certain distance of wban development. 

Dr. Engels noted that there is habitat fragmentation due to pwer-line cuts, rivers, 
ranch roads, and natural breaks in habitat but that no experimental data exists 
which quantifies their individual effects on the warbler. However, he did note 
that certain types of urbanization negatively affect the presence of the warbler in 
otherwise suitable habitat. 

While he did not idenhfy a distance b r n  the edge of habitat within which no 
warblers would be found nor a distance from the edge of habitat that a blue jay 
could eIiminate warbler activity, he iden&ied (a) the number of homes witbin 500 
mtaS, and @) the percent of urbanization within 1,000 meten as two of the best 
predictors of blue jayjwasbler presenctdabsence. However, within' these 
paramew it is most difficult to t o y  predict warbler and jay presence for 
SitWiom with 11-50 homes within 5 0  meters and 11-30 percent urt,anizafion 
within 1,000 meters. 

Dr. Engels does provide insight into predicting the presendabsence of the blue 
jay and warbler and that the jay has a negative impact on the warbler. However, 
his work does not provide information needed for acthities such as the BCCP. 
The BCCP requires information on the size of the buffer zone amund a proposed 
preserve and the types of urban development that would be most compatible with 



such a preserve. This information would give us a better oppomniry to design 
a preserve system that has a higher guarantee of sucas~ .  

COMMENT: 
How many pairs of golden- :eked warblers ;re allowed to be taken under this 
permit and how many pairs ..lust be prow= XI comply with the permit? 

RESPONSE: 
Site sp&c information on the number of warjlers is not available and instead 
habitat is used as a measure of the take that is likely to occur. Based on the 
satellite imagery work done by Denise Shaw, the loss of approximately 26,700 
acres of warbler habitat would result in the take of approximately 1,500 to 3,000 
pairs of warblers. Using this m e  infomrion, the proposed preserve lands 
contain approximately 11,MX) anes of warbler habitat that could support 
approximately 660 to 1,320 pairs of warbler. If the proposed 28,500 acres of 
preserve to be managed for the warbler is considered, the warblers that could be 
supported by a completed preserve system would range from approximately 1,700 
to 3,400 pairs of warblers. 

These calculations cannot be considered in isolation from the quality of the habitat 
that the Plan protects compared to the quality of the habitat that is being 
authorized for alteration under this Plan. The habitat that is being protected is 
considered the highest quality habitat for the warbler throughout its range. 
Additionally, the BAT identified these axeas. as the most diverse and valuable j 

within Travis County. The area$ that are excluded from protection are the arear 
fragmented by development and of low value to the species of concern. 

The range of pairs of warblers indicated above is based on general in fodoon  
of warbler occupancy densities. Portions of Travis County identifed by the 
satellite imagery as meeting the vegetation signature of waxbler habitat do not 
support warblers. Additionally, the fragmented blocks of habitat in the urban 
areas of Travis County have w d l e r  densities of from 1 to 2 p a .  per 200 acres 
rather than the 15 to 30 pairs per 250 ac~s used in the calcufations above. 
Additionally, the densities of warblers w i t h  the Bull Creek maimsite has a 
d%nsity of up to 30 birds per 250 acres. 

COMMENT: - 
The only way to understand what the Plan is and to measure whether the Plan is 
being successfd.ly implemented is to set fixed goals for numbers of nesting @IS 
protected and specificsally identify how compliance will be determined and 
enforced. 



ESPONSE: 
We believe analysis of the acres that support the vegetrtion community required 
for feeding, breeding, and sheltering the waxbler, is a viable alternative for 
measuring the amount of take likely to occur and the value oi the preserves for 
protecting these species. This information is currently available. Accurately 
counting a l l  nesting pairs in Travis County would be very labor and cost intensive 
and would not result in increased protection for the v i e s .  

COMMENT: 
The DLS maps axe not scientifically prepared. Again citing one of our members' 
major projects, the landowners have paid for and conducted numerous ground 
rweys  over an eight year period for endangered birds. The sweys  done by this 
landowner's consultants have shown limited areas of actual habitat with birds 
heard or sighted only in areas not planned for development. According to habitat 
maps in the BCCP plan which were prepared on the basis of aerial photography 
and infrared analysis, potential habitat was estimated with no regard to whether 
there are actually birds in place that could be potentially harmed. The result is 
that a substantid portion of a landowner's property is considered habitat under 
the BCCP which is based upon a map not substantiated by field studies or m e  
independent verification by the USFWS. 

RESPONSE: 
Since the spenfic property was not identifed, we cannot respond to the specifics 
of the comment. All of the maps prepared for the BCCP were based on the best 
scientific information at the time of pqaration. 

, The only bird species that involved the use of aerial photography for delineation 
of habitat was the golden-cheeked warbler. The maps prepared by DLS 
Associates were based on golden-cheeked w d l e r  sighfings fmm 1989 through 
1991. Limited information from 1992 and prior to 1989 was used where it was 
available. Additionally, the delineation of habitat on the aerial photographs 
identified the areas within Travis County that had a forested cover comparable m 
areas where the birds had been observed. 

L 

The warbler maps were also based on the need for the warblers to use mofe than 
just the small area where they were sighted during the presencefabsence sweys. 
Fieldobservations of DLS as sock^ indicated that the birds would use an i&xi 
that may range out as much as 2,000 feet from where they were sighted during 
a pfesendabsence survey. 

Your exampb considen the 8 year pedod fkom 1988 through 1995. Since the 
DLS Associates maps used data from 1989 through 199 1, only the data mllected 
on your propeay during that time M o d  would be included in the maps. These 
maps are being used to aid the simplified approach process developed for the 



BCCP. They are not being used to determine the "'h.ken of the golden-cheeked 
wdler .  

COMMENT: 
TxCABA rejects the so cailed science and pee: review used to list the birds and 
identlfy habitat. The impiementation of the BCCP in Travis County is clearly a 
method of controlling urban growth and nor an attempt to preseme habitat. 
Otherwise, why is Travis County the only county out of a 33 county range for the 
Golden Cheeked Warbler that is being regulated by Fish and Wildlife? 

RESPONSE: 
The listing of the warbler was based on a status survey conducted by Texas Parks 
and-Wildlife Department and reviewed by scientists around the country. During 
the listing process, no information was provided that indicated the warbler did not 
warrant listing. 

There have been comments by various parties that data existed that would indicate 
the warbler did not w a n t  listing. The USFnTS has requested that information 
h m  those parties. However, no information has been provided that would 
support those claims. 

The BCCP is an effort by groups and citizens in Travis County to take the natural 
resources into consideration during the growth process. The BCCP is the method 
they are using to accomplish that task. It is not a process that is being used to I 

control growth. 

All the warbler's habitat, throughout its range, is protected under the Endangenxi 
Species Act and alteration of that habitat may quire  authorization under the Act. 
The USEWS focuses its attention on the areas where such alteration is d g ;  
culzently that is in the Travis County area. Activities within al l  counties 
throughout the range of the warbler are being reviewed by the USFWS as they 
become known. The major land use in the majority of the 33 counties is famhg  
and ranching which do not usually alter the mature forested areas on their 
pmpeay. Therefore, authorization under the Act would not be 6quired. The 
major areas that the USFWs is currently spending time in reference to the 
warbler are W m o n ,  Travis, Hays, C o d  and Bexar counties. 

COMMENT. 
The original estimates of the acreage need for the warbler was 70,000 to 100,000 
~ U W  and now it is whittled down to 30,000 acres. How did this happen? 

RESPONSE: 
The acreage that will be set aside for the Travis County area will be 
approximately 56,000 anes within Travis County and another a p p r o m y  



20,000 acres in adjoining Williamson and Burnet counties. The origmal acre 
recommendations included the acreage in Williamson and Burnet counties which 

- are not a part of this permit action. 

COMMENT:. 
It is not communicated very well as to what is and what is not habitat. 

RESPONSE: 
The draft EIS describes, in Chapter 3, section A.3. of the final EISiRCP, the 
habitat components required by each species. That information can be used to 
determine if such habitat exists on an individual piece of property. Additional 
information on habitat for the listed species can be found in the species recovery 
plans which are available from the USFWS and are referend in the frnai 
EISECP. 

coMla3-m 
If we are not in habitat now, can it change in the future that we are in habitat? 

RESPONSE: 
'The vegetation structure on a piece of property generally changes over time. 
Depending on land management practices and some other factors, a piece of land 
that is not currently endangered species habitat may become endangered species 
habitat and vice versa. 

COMMENT: 
The report identifies that 2,000 acres iS needed for the virerJ but only 988 a c m  
are being considered by this Plan. Why are we acquiring only hatf of the acres ': needed for this bird? 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan indicates that there are approximately 2,000 acres of occupied vireo 
habitat in Travis County. The P h i  will manage approximately 2,000 acres for 
the vireo. Approximately 1,000 of these acres are currently occupied by the 
vireo and the remaining 1,000 acres wiU be newly created vireo habitat- " 

COMMENT: 
I do not understand how a plan having no net increase in habitat can be 
considered as benefiting the species. 

RESPONSE: 
The Plan establishes specific preswes that will be managed for the species. The 
protection and management of the large Mock preserves and the reduction of 
fragmentation removes threats that contributed to the listing of the species. This 
provides a benefit to the listed species with respect to requirements of the 



Endangered Species Act. This action does not result in protection of all the 
habitat for dl of the individuals throughout the m g e  of the warbler or vireo. 

COMMENTS RELATING TO PLAN OPERATION 

COMMENT: 
What will stop the County or City of Austin from lowering the cost of the 
participation certificates or changing the rules to make it easier for the developers 
to build? 

IWPONSE: 
The cost of the Participation Certificates is a function of the cost of acquiring the 
remaining preserve lands. The P h  anticipates periodic indexing reiated to those 
costs whether they are higher or lower. Additionally, the USFWS will monitor 
the progress of preserve acquisition and the issuance of certificates. If the 
issuance of the certificates is not raising adequate funds to keep preserve 
acquisition k e a d  of habi t .  destruction, the incidental take permit could be 
suspended or revoked. 

COMMESISr: 
Wd the rules for the BCCP change in the-future? 

RESPONSE: 
', The requirements to comply with the BCCP may change but only if the changes 

are in compliance with the conditions of the issued permit and approved by the 
Coordinating Cornmi- and the USFWS. 

COMMENT: 
The land classification of the DLS golden-cheeked warbler maps is incoarect for 
portions of Davenport Ranch. Why are land owners not n~tified~of changes in 
the status of their land? 

RESPONSE: 
Landowners are notified of the status of their land, with respect tb endangered 
species, when they make a request for such informaton. The DLS Assoaates 3 

maps were based on data gathered prior to 1992 and dealt with the-biologid 
requirements of the warbler. That information was conect at the time and was 
available to citizens and consuitants ..I inspect to determine Warloler locatiom and 
potential locations within Travis County. The maps are currently being updated 
for use by the BCCP. 



COMMENT: 
The periodic updam of the DLS and Veni maps could affect the sodai, 

- environmental, and economic impacts of the Plan. There should be greater 
certainty regaxding the updates and how they will be performed and implemented 
with regard to impact on private sector costs and Plan financing. 

RESPONSE: 
The updates of the DL3 maps will be conducted when sufficient new biological 
information is available to justify such an update. The determination as to when 
such updates are accomplished will be determined by the BCCP Coordinating 

The Veni maps are based on geologic information and updates are not expected 
to alter the overall boundaries of zones 1 and 2 for which the same fee is 
charged. Therefore, any update would not result in &, environmental, or 
%aicial impacts to the plan. 

The periodic updating of the DLS maps may result in redesignation of warbler 
zones 1 and 2, the areas that currently support or could support warblers. These 
updates may not result in new areas being added to the total of these zones but 
a realignment of the acres within these mnes. Therefore, we do not believe this 
would m d t  in an impact to the social or environmental impacts of the Plan. If 
a large number of the arres is removed from zones 1 andor 2 and placed in zone 
3, the economics of the Plan could be impacted. However, the Plan has 
requirements for periodic audits and reviews. These would idenafy funding 
issues that would bave to be address&. At this time we do not anticipate the 
updates of the DLS maps to cause a financial impact to the Plan. \ 

COMMENT: 
The "cookbook" approach m fee assessment may hme an undesirable side effect. 
Since the developer must pay fees on the endre tract, not just on land utilized, 
they are encouraged to develop as denseiy as possible in order to spread the fees 
over a broader base. This higher density can have a detrimental effect on traffic, 
neighborh&, and water quality. 

RESPONSE 
If a developer chooses to purchase a Participation Certificates that is a possibk 
scenado. Eowever, high density development would not Ekdy be the normal 
situation because of m n t  ordinances and public demand. 

COMMENT: 
The BCCP should state that all income derived from use of BCCP preswes 
should go back to the BCCP xatfier than the owning jurisdiction. If i n m e  is 



retained by the individual jurisdiction, it would amount to a general tax on the 
developer participants. 

RESPONSE: 
All funds collected fmrn the use of the BCCP preserves will only be used to 
benefit the BCCP. 

COMMENT: 
Why does the simplified approach to "take" calculadon count habitat on a parcel 
even if that habitat is being left alone? Would this not resuit in considerably over 
estimating the "take"? 

RESPONSE: 
The calculation for the fee to obtain a Participation Certificate is not refated to 
the "taken of a federally-listed species. The data on which the fee is based is the 
area of habitat within the project boundary. The current form of calculating the 
fee necessary for participation in the BCCP will most likely result in an under 
estimate of the amount of direct and indirect "take* that actually occurs in most 
cases. 

COMMENT: 
The BCCP Workgroup recommended that condemnation not be used for 
acquisition of the presemes. However, the DEIS indicates the Plan contemplates 

i its use. This is inappropriate. 

RESPONSE: 
1. 

The use of condemnation is discouraged by the Plan. However, the permit 
applicants indicated that some landowners have indicated that they would prefer 
to have their land condemned for purchase. We do not believe it is inappropriate 
to include condemnation as  a land acquisition option of last resort where the 
entire permit may be in jeopardy. 

COMMENr: 
Page 2-58@)(2) of the DEIS requires that proof of Plan participation be posted 
at the site of vegetation cft#I7hg. This statement should be clarifid to the effect 
that the requirement is only for those who have voluntarily elected to participate 
in the Plan. - 

RESPONSE: 
We do not believe that ciadieation is necessary since non-participantT; would not 
have a Participation Certificate. 



COMMENT: 
The proposed seasonal restrictions 

- warbler or vireo habitat should be 
(pages 3-1 to 9-1) on the clearing within 
avoidable if the owner demonstrates by a 

current breeding season survey that the area in question is more than 300 feet 
distant from an occupied territory. 

RESPONSE: 
We concur and the final ES/RCP has been modified to reflect this. 

COMMENT: 
The HCPDEES fails to provide a complete description of the activity sought to 
be authorized: does the permit authorize year-around construction and other noise 
in and adjacent to preserve areas? 

RESPONSE: 
Altexnative 2 described in Chapter 2 identifies the activities for which the pennit 
is sought. Those are the grading, cleadng, or other earth moving activities 
necessary for residential, commercial, or industrial construction and infrastructure 
projects. The permit does allow year amund construction but does not allow the 
clearing of vegetation during the breeding season unless current breeding season 
surveys indicate that the warbler or vireo are not nesting within 300 feet of the 
proposed clearing activity. The find ETS/EICP has been modified to reflect this. 

c o r n :  
Does the permit authorize highway and other infrastructure development at any 
location? 

'. 
RESPONSE: 

The permit would allow highway and idiastructure construction but does not 
specify a specific location. The permit does not allow such construction to occur 
within the boundaries of the proposed preserves except as approved witbin the 
existing or planned corridors. Specrfic utility corridors are designated. 

COMMENT: b 

Are the "management guidelinesn for the preserves acbal n=quin=ments or%impy 
guidelines? The lack of management plans before a permit is issued invites abuse 
by land managers fhced with pressures to allow other Zand uses. 

RESPONSE: 
The management guidelines must be followed and the site specific management 
plans developed in accordance with those guidelines. Management plans must 
amre proteaion for the species addressed in the BCCP. If they do not, it could 
result in suspension or revocation of the Pennit. All management plans must be 



approved by the Coordinating Committee and the USFWS and the final EISJHCP 
has been revised to reflect that. 

COMMENT: 
Implementation of the Panicipation Certificates is not explained and problems 
exhibited in other regiond HCPs in coilecting fees have not been considered in 
formulating tkis Plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The final EISfHCP has been modified to provide more information on the 
Participation Certificates. The BCCP is not similar to other regional type 
incidental take pennits and the funding mechanisms they employed. The BCCP 
is a voluntary program rather than mandatory as was the case for the California 
activity that had funding difficulties. 

The Plan has built in audit requirements to monitor the status of habitat clearing, 
fund collection, and preserre acquisition. 

COMMENT: 
Recommend that paragraph 5 on page 2-31 be modified as follows: 

No activity will be allowed which results in a "take" of an endangered sped=, 
or which degrades or in any way harms the environment of the endangered 
species or other species of concern, or which degrades or in any way harms the I 

preserve, except as  may occur, in the approved infhstructure wnidors identiiied 
in the Infrastructure Planning Appendix of the BCCP. 

RESPONSE: 
In the find EISACP, special condition number 13 in Chapter 2, Section 3 will 
provide for incidental Qke within the preserves from activities covexed by 
infkastmcture construction projects within existing or planned corridors and 
approved by the Coordinating Committee Serretary. 

L 

COIYIMmT: 
The use of the tenn "nearn in the third full paragraph of page 2-52 needs to be 
W e d  because activities outside the preserves do not require a p j p d  of the 
Coordinating Committee. 

RESPONSE: 
The term "nearn was changed to "within". 

COMMENT: 
Recommended Changes to Page 2-52 of the EIS. 



The second sentence of the third futl paragraph and following on page 2-52 of the 
ETS should read as follows: 

- 

The infrastructure guidelines will typically take precedence over the individual 
land management plans or general land management guidehes. Unless the Plan 
is modified to idennfy new infrastructure corridors, the utility wiil be limited to 
the existing corridors and the planned corridors currently identified in the Plan. 
For activities in existing corridors, the utility will comply widi the guidelines and 
quiremenu contained in the Infrastructure Planning Appendix o i  the Plan (see 
Appendix 3). For activities in existing corridors where the activity will result in 
the widening of the corridor, and for activities in Planned Corridors where the 
activity is the first use of the mmdor or invoives an expansion of the area then 
being used in the corridor, the following provisions shall apply: 

(1) If the utility provider is one of the seven utilities associated with the Permit 
EoldemMmgmg Parmers (Lower Colorado River Authority, City of Ausdn 
Elechc Utility, Pedemales Elect& Cooperative, City of Austin Water and 
Wastewater Utility, Tmvis County Transportation and Natural Resources 
Depastment, City of Austin Public Works and Transportation Department,or the 
City of Austin Stormwater Management), then that utility may conduct such 
activities within an existing corridor or a BCCP Planned Corridor provided it 
complies with the guidelines and requirements for preapproval in the 
hhstructure Planning Appendix. 

(2) If the utility provider is not one of the seven entities Listed in (I), then that 
utility may conduct such activities within an existing brridor or a BCCP Planned 
Comdor if it (a) complies with the guidelines and requirements for pre-approval 
in the khstnrcture Planning Appendix and @) reaches an agreement with the 
Coordinating Committee as to whether any amount shall be paid by that utility to 
the City of Austin based on the acres within the conidor that will be l int 
disturbed by the activities of that utility, and which amount shall not exceed the 
amount that would be required to purchase Participation Certificates for that same 
number of acres. a 

, RESPONSE: 
The o r i g i d  language in the draft ETS is appropriate. Long-term operational 
issues- for ublities, such as possible plan modifications in the future for new 
i n f h h u m  corridors, may be addressed by the Coordinating Committee within 
the limits of the Pennit. 

COMMENT: 
In the last paragraph on page 1 of Appendix B the rsference to "the PMA" should 
be changed to the "the Coordinating Committee Secretary" to be consistent with 
the c h g e  from the original. that was made throughout the document. 



On page 2 of Table 1 (BCCP Planned Corridors), the description next to item 43 
shouid be changed by inserting the words "Lake Travis" before the word 
"substation,' and the words "Lake Travis" should be removed from the column 
entitled "Prirnary User. " 

RESPONSE: . 
Suggested changes have been made to Appendix B of the final E?S/HCP. 

COhJsMEBT: 
To clarify the distinction between the utilities associated with the Perrnit 
Holders/Mana,.ing Partners and all of the others, the founh paragraph on page 
2 of the Appendix could be rewritten to be more specific. Beginning with the 
second sentence, we suggest the following change: 

These include those utilities which are associated with the Pennit 
Holders/Managing Paxtners and those utilities which are not. The former group 
includes (here list tfie seven named entities that are associated with the pennit 
holders). Of the other utilities which are not associated with the Permit 
HoldemManaging Partners, the following participated in negotiations among 
utiliv providers but are not currently included in the regional Plan: (the 
remainder as currently written). 

RESPONSE: 
Distinction between the two groups of utilities has been made in this definition 1 

in Appendix B of the final E~S/HCP. 

COMMENT: 
Paragraph 3. Planned: page 3 of the Appendix, the fo110wing language from the 
originat version of the document is no longer appropriate and should be repiaced 
with the following: 

Habitat cunently existing in the BCCP Planned Corridors will be impacted if 
these c o n i d o ~ ~  are eventually used to locate infrasbxcr~re faditia.  Because 
additional presene aneage has been induded in the BCCP to mitigkte in advance 
for this potential k tu re  use, the acquisition of additional preserve atreage will not 
be required if Eacitities are located in these corridors. However, if a utility which 
is not associated with the Permit EolderfManaging Partner wishes to locate a 
ficitty in the P h e d  Comdor and such activity will result in a loss of habitat, 
then the Coordinating committee may, as part of its approval of that utility's 
consmction plans, determine whether that utility shall pay an amount to the City 
of Austin based on the number of acres of habitat that will be lost, provided that 
the amount shall not be greater than the amount that would be required to 
purchase Participation Certificates for that same number of acres. 



SSPONSE: 

- Appendix B of the final EISiHCP has been changed to require compensation for 
new utility project impacts in existing and planned corridors. 

corn: 
The languageon the bottom of page 2 and the tap of page 3 of the Appendix, 
referdng to the widening of existing wmdors should be revised to eliminate the 
references in the original version ta acquiring replacement acreage. In its piace, 
language could be added to say that activities by the utilities associated with the 
Permit HoldersiManaging Paxtners that result in a widening of these existing 
corridors would not require any mitigation, and that activities by the other utilities 
that resulted in the widening of these corridors would be treated the same as in 
the case of activities in the planned corridors, that is, those utilities might be 
required by the Coordinating Committee to pay a fee to the City (in an amount 
not greater than the amount that would be required to purchase Participation 
Certificates for the number of acres taken). 

RESPONSE: 
Appendix B of the final EIS/HCP has been changed to require compensation for 
new utility project impacts in existing and planned corridors. 

co-: 
We recommend that language be added in Appendix B to provide guidance 
regarding how the utilities can submit their required notices to the Coordinating 
Committee Secretary, including a name and address. 

RESPONSE. 
Dudog the first two years after Permit issuance, the Coordinating Comm.ttet= 
Secretary duties wiU be handled by the City of Austin. Subsequently, the duties 
will be rotated between Travis County and the City of Austin. 

co-: 
Some analysis is necessary regarding the City of Austin's proposal for pdvate 
management of the preserves. 

- 

RESPONSE: 
The management guidefines for management of the pmenes  has been reviewed 
and the site specific management plans wil l  be reviewed. The fact that the 
management is carried out by the City of Austin or a private contractor does not 
change this requirement nor require analysis other than what has been 
accomplished for the Ph. The USFWS and the public will have an opportunity 
to review any contract signed for the private management of part of or all of the 
preserv=* 



COMMENT: 
How wi l l  we know if the macrosites are working during the five years before the 
fist review? 

RESPONSE: 
The P1.m will be continuo :I reviewed through pamcipation on the Coordinating 
Committee. Additionally, here wi l l  be quarterly and annual reports of action 
taken by Permit hoiders. We are also concerned about habitat fragmentation, but 
believe this Plan wiu prevent such fragmentation in the preserve lands. 

c o r n :  
Concern over the lack of a formalized management 
management is left in the hands of the preserve owners. 

structure and that the 

ONSE: 
The USFWS would prefer a single management entity, as proposed in earlier 
plans, because it would be easier to cwrdinaie management and r-ch 
activities, and there would be one contact point for resolution of issues. 
However, the current proposal that all management plans must follow established 
management guidelines is an acceptable alternative. Additionally, the USlirFCTS 
reviews all management plans and will not anprove any such plan that d m  not 
meet the goal of the issued permit. 

COMMENT: 
Consider allowing USFWS to, demand changes in administration of the Plan if 
after a time the proposed administration is not adequik. 

', 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS han the authority to recommend alteration of permit conditions if the 
goals of the permit are not being met. If a problem in permit w o n  or 
management is identified, the USFWS will work with the permittees to correct 
the problem. a 

COMMENT: 
The Plan pmposes that mitigdon only be required on occupied GCW habitaL 

'ONSE: 
The Plan uses the maps prepared by DLS ASO&&S for the calculation of the 
acm~  that require Participation Certificates. The DIS maps indude known 
warbler areas, possible warbler habitat, and areas that are not warbler habitat, 
The Plan currently pmposes to charge a fee of $5,500 per acre for the known 
warbler areas and $2,750 per acre for possible warbler hakitat. 



COMMENT: 
Will scientific qualifications be required of the Coordinating Committee Secretary 

- or other committee members? 

RESPONSE: 
There are no. scientific qualifications established for Coordinating Committee 
members; however, there is a staff of biologists in Travis County and the City of 
Austin who will provide guidance to the Coordinating Committee. Additionally, 
the Service will be a party to any decisions made regarding preserve management 
as part of our responsibility to oversee implementation of the incidentai take 
permit. 

COMMENT: 
The draft EIS does not provide details on how landowners determine whether 
their property is inside or outside a preserve, why areas which are clearly not 
habitat wodd be assessed impact mitigation feei, or how a plan participant 
actually realizes the benefits of this plan. 

RESPONSE: 
The applicants have detailed maps of the proposed preswe boundaries. Property 
owners may contact Travis County Tmsportation and Natural Resources 
Departxnent to determine whether their property is inside or outside of a proposed 
preserve. 

The tmcts that contain no habitat would not be as&sed a participation fee. 

The Plan participant reakes the benefits of the Plan by reduced costs, reduced '. 
time in obtaining pennits, more open space for clients, and preservation of 
naturai resources. Additionally, areas adjacent to the presemes may have a 
higher value because of the open space. 

C O W :  
The draft EX3 indicates that development in vireo habitat cannot occur until at 
least 50 percent of the preserves for the vireo is p w : W  and it also stat& that 
this provision is being waived. This needs to be clarified. 

RESPONSE: 
That provision to protect the vireo habitat until at least 50 percent of the 
preserves for the vireo was purchased was part of a previous version of the 
BCCP. The permit applicants requested that provision be changed. The USFWS 
concuned since the majority of cunent vireo habitat in Travis County is witbin 
the proposed Balcones Canyonlands National WIIdlife Refuge or within the 
bounds of the proposed preserves of the BCCP. 



COMMENT: 
The BCCP process is supposed to be voiuntary, however, pa3.s of the DEE 
indicate that this may change given the opinion of the management committee. 

RESP.ONSE: 
The voluntary aspects of the BCCP will not change. 

COMMENT: 
It is clear that the City of Ausdn will have the legal opportunity to pass additional 
rules when the plan is approved. These rules must be identifed before the plan 
is approved. 

RESPONSE: 
Neither the City of Austin nor Travis County will have the authority to pass any 
rules or r e d t i o n s  as a result of receiving this pernit. This permit does not 
convey any such authority to the permittees. 

COMMENT: 
The plan "exempts incidental 'take' resulting from any existing, mutine ranching 
and farming practices, as defined by USFWS, which occur in Travis Counfy (but 
not inside the designated preserve area)." What are the "existing, routine 
mching and farming practices, as defined by USFWS?" W i  this definition 
change? 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS has not develo& a a c  definition for "routine ranching and 
m g  practices" but has stated that ongoing farm and ranch activities do not 
require authorization under the E n d a n g d  Spedes Act. The USFWS does not 
propose to after that position with respect to any of the species covered under the 

c0MMENrl:s RELATING TO POST 

c0MME;NT: 
What wiu ocnu if the Plan's financial. projections are not realized? Is them a 
demonstrated future market for mitigation at $5,500+ per acre? Can higher basis 
property afford mitigation under the B C W  Have pro forma financial. constraints 
been analyzed h r n  the perspecfive of the developer applicant? 



RESPONSE: 
If the Plan's financial projections are not realized then the following are opdons 

- that may result: 

1. The shortfalls in revenue collection would be identified as a problem; 
options would be investigated to conect the shortfall or the permit would 
be suspended. The permit would not be re-activated until the problem 
was corrected. 

2. The Permit holders i denw the shortfall in revenue collection and idenbfy 
means of correction by increasing the cost of the Participation Ce,-tificates 
or other means. 

A pro forma with respect ta the developer has not been performed. We 
cannot answex your question regarding affordability to the developer. 
However, developer representatives participated in the development of the 
BCCP and they suppolred this current version. 

COTdMEJxr: 
The BCCP will now became the minimum level or standard for future projects. 
Those landowners wishing to pursue a 10A are not likely to receive a receptive 
ear from the Fish & Wiidlife Field Office who are likely to force w m p h c e  with 
the BCCP as a minirnurn level of compliance. 

RESPONSE: 
The USFWS will review fu tw projet& within the range of the warbler the same 

', as similar projects were reviewed in the past. Whether an incidental take pexmit 
has been issued does not alter the pmcas for or the calculation of take and 
'mmmendation for how to minimi.l.e or mitigate tfiat take to the maximum extent 
practicable for issuance of a permit. 

The USFWS cumntly reviews new permit applications with respect to the 
impacts on the federally-listed species and any previously issued permit. If the 
new project affects dedicated mitigation lands, the new project must offSet the 
impacts to the dedicated mitigation lands first, and then provide mitigation for the 
impacts of the new project. This is because the new project is destroying-the 
value of mitigation established by a previous project. Therefore, after the 
issuance of the BCCP pennit, the calcutation of "take" by a new project will not 
be ewduated m y  ,differently than has been done in the past. 

COMMENT. 
If the BCCP permit must be reviewed in two years for compliance and B C B  
faUs short, does the plan in effect become a two year plan? In other w d s ,  what 



happens nexr? The very fact that we are discussing an unknown increases the risk 
to a builder or landowner - a result we find objectionable. 

RESPONSE: 
The suspension and revoczkon procedures followed by the USFWS are identified 
in Title 50 of the , :de of FededReguiations Part 13.27 and 13.28. A permix 
is suspended it there is non-comuliance with permit conditions or 
laws/regulations governing the activity. The suspension may be for all  or part of 
the privileges and it is suspended until deficiencies are corrected. 

A permit is revoked if the permittee: willfilly violates laws or regulations; fails 
to correct suspension deficiencies within 60 days; or meets a criteria that wouid 
prevent issuance of permit. Additionally, a permit is revoked if the statute or 
regulation that authorized issuance of permit is changed or if biological 
information indicates species jeopardy if take continues. 

The USFWS must n o w  the permittee in witin$ by CertFfiedlregisterd msil of 
violation and indicate: 

(a) the permit number, 
(b) reason's for suspension/revocation; 
(c) action's necessary to correct deficiencies; 
(d) pennittee's right to object. 

The permittee has 45 days to respond to the notice before any final action is taken 
with respect to suspension or revocation. After a decision to suspend or revoke, 
the pennittee has a right to appeal the dedsion to the Regional Director for a jinal. 
decision. 

The important part of this process is discussion between the USFWS and the 
pennittee to resolve any problems before a permit is suspended or wok&. If 
a permit is suspended or revoked, it does not affect the take that had occur& 
prior to that action. All take that complied with the issued permit would be in 
comuhce  with ~rovisions of the Act. However, no additional take would be 
alloied to to the suspension or revocation. 
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DEPARTMEN!I! OF THE INTERIOR 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

FEDERAL FISH AND WILDLIFE PERMIT I 
CITY OF AUSTIN 
P.O. BOX 1088 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78767 

TRAVIS COUNTY 
P.O. BOX 1748 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78767 

8. NAME AND TITLE OF PRINCIPAL OFFICER 
(if # 1 is a business) 

2, AUTHORITY-STArnES 

16 USC 1539 (a) (1) (A) 

REGULATIONS (attached) 

50 CFR S 13 & 17 

3 .  NUMBER 

YES 

NO 

6. EFFECTIVE 

MAY 2, 1996 

9 .  TYPE OF PERMIT 

ENDANGERED SPECIES 

5 .  MAY COPY 

a YES 

- NO 

7 .  EXPIRES 

MAY 2, 2026 

-- 11 10. LOCATION WHERE AUTHORIZED ACTIVITY MAY BE CONDUCTED 
TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS OUTSIDE OF THE PRESERVES IDENTIFIED IN THE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 
AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT DATED MARCH 1996 
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CITY OF AUSTIN & TRAVIS COUNTY PERMIT PRT-788842 

If during the tenure of this permit, the amount of 
incidental take is exc?er:.:u, issuance of Participation 
Certificates must be scspped and the permittees must re- 
initiate consultation with the USFWS to avoid violation of 
section 9, Endanqzz~d Species Act. 

Acceptance of thix ~xxmit serves as evidence that the 
permittees underszxd and agree to abide by the terms of 
this permit and all sections of Title 50 Code of Federal 
Regulations Parts 13, 17, and 21 (attached) pertinent to 
issued permits. 

The authorization granted by this permit is subject to 
compliance with, and implementation of, the terms and 
conditions of the Environmental Impact Statement/Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Biological opinion, and all specific 
conditions contained in this permit. If there are any 
discrepancies between the requirements in these documents, 
the requirements identified in the special conditions of 
this issued permit take precedence. 

Upon locating any dead, injured, or sick individuals from -- 
the list of animal species covered by this permit,- or any 
other endangered or threatened animal species, permittees 
are required to contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicets 
Law Enforcement Office, Austin, Texas (512) 490-0948, for 
care and disposition instructions. Extreme care should be 
taken in handling sick or injured individuals to ensure 
effective and proper treatment. Care should also be taken 
in handling dead specimens to preserve biological materials 
in the best possible state for analysis of cause of death. 
In conjunction with the care of sick or injured 
endangeredlthreatened species, or preservation of biological 
materials from a dead specimen, the permittees and their 
contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) have the responsibility to 
ensure that evidence intrinsic to the specimen is not 
unnecessarily disturbed. 

The validity of this permit is also conditioned upon 
observance of all relevant interzational, state, local, or 
other Federal law. 

The permittees are authorized to tttakett (kill, harm, or 
harass) the following federally-listed endangered species: 



Vireo atricapillus Black-capped vireo 
Dendroica chrysoparia Golden-cheeked warbler 
Tartarocreagris texana Tooth Cave pseudoscorpion 
Neoleptoneta myopica Tooth Cave spider 
Texella reddelli Bee Creek Cave harvestman 
Texella reyesi Bone Cave harvestman 
Rhadine persephone Tooth Cave ground beetle 

Texamaurops reddelli Kretschmarr Cave mold beetle 

Additionally, the permittees would be covered for incidental 
take of the following species of concern if these species 
become listed during the life of the permit and the 
mitigation measures identified in this permit are being 
performed . 
Philadelphus ernestii 
Croton alabamensis 
Sphalloplana mohri 
Candona sp. nr. stagnalis 
Caecidotea reddelli 
Trichoniscinae N. S. 
Miktoniscus N. S. 
Cicurina wartoni 
C. ellioti 
C, bandida 
C. reddelli 
C, reyesi 
C. cueva 
C, travisae 
Neol eptoneta cocinna 
Neoleptoneta devia 
Eidmannel la recl usa 
Aphrastochthonius N . S . 
Tartarocreagris reddelli 
T. intermedia 
T. N. S. 3 
Texella spinoperca 
T. comanche 

Speodesmus N. S. 
Rhadine s. subterranea 
R. s. mitchelli 
R .  austinica 

Canyon Mock-orange 
Texabama croton 
Flatworm 
Ostracod 
Isopod 
Isopod 
Isopod 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Spider 
Pseudoscorpion 
Pseudoscorpion 
Pseudoscorpion 
Pseudoscorpion 
Harvestman 
New Comanche Trail Cave 
harvestman 
Millepede 
Ground beetle 
Ground beetle 
Ground beetle 

An annual report, due June 1 of each year beginning in 1997, 
is to be provided to the Austin Ecological Services Field 
Office. This report is to include: 



1. a list of all development activities west of the MOPAC 
Railroad thaz were permitted by the Permit Holders in 
the previous 1 2  months, 

2. a list of all tracts for which Participation 
Certificates were purchased, 

3. amount of funds collected for land acquisition, 

4. amount of funds expended for land acquisition, 

5. amount of funds expended for operations and 
maintenance. 

6. an updated map of the lands dedicated to preserve 
management, 

7. a list of public use and habitat management activities 
that have been undertaken or completed within the 
bounds of the preserve units, including the status of 
land management plans undertaken by the permit holders 
and managing partners, and 

8. a copy of all research or investigation reports that 
have been prepared within the previous 12 months. 

In addition to the above annual requirements, the Permit 
Holders must provide quarterly updates for the tracts for 
which Participation certificates were purchased that include 
the following information: 

1. a general map of each tract location and 

2. a tract boundary map that identifies the areas for 
which the Participation Certificate applies. If a 
location and/or tract map is not provided to the Permit 
Holder during the normal permitting process, a street 
address will meet this requirement. 

H. A copy of a recorded Participation CF eificate provided by 
the Permit Holders must be posted at --qe property site from 
the time vegetation clearing begins ~ztil the construction 
is completed. For residential development, completed 
construction is when all roads and uiilities are completed 
to the extent that they meet the apg Lcable acceptance 
criteria of the City of Austin or Tragis County. For 
commercial, industrial and multi-family developments 
completed construction is when buildings are suitable for 
occupancy. 



The funds collected and expended for this Permit and 
compliance with the financial requirements of the Permit 
shall be evaluated by financial audits conducted after the 
sale of Participation Certificates covering 3,000 fee-paid 
acres or every five years, whichever comes sooner, until 
permit expiration. Such audits will be coordinated between 
the USFWS and the Coordinating committee. c his audit may be 
part of the permittees audit processes as required by State 
law and shall not be more frequent than every two years. 

J. The funds collected under this permit will be expended for 
land or easement acquisition and other preserve system needs 
in accordance with the followirg criteria: 

1. tracts considered for acquisition will be within or 
contiguous to the boundaries of the preserve units 
identified in the issued Permit; 

2. expenditure priority should be in the following 
decreasing order: Bull Creek, Cypress Creek, South Lake 
Austin, and North Lake Austin; and 

3. dispensing of funds from the BCCP Fund account should 
be accomplished as soon as there are adequate funds to 
complete a transaction or implement a strategy for 
acquisition, taking into account opportunity, preserve 
priority and development threat. 

K. The Permit Holders will administer the issuance of the 
Participation Certificates. 

L. Incidental take that may result from the implementation of 
land management activities within the boundaries of a 
preserve and contained in a management plan approved by the 
coordinating Committee, are covered and authorized under 
this Permit. 

M. Incidental take that may result from the implementation of 
utility and infrastructure corridor projects approved by the 
Secretary of the Coordinating committee and within one of 
the BCCP-Shared vision approved utility and infrastructure 
corridors, as provided in the final EIS/HCP, ~ppendix B, is 
covered and authorized under this Permit. 

N. Incidental take of the Barton Springs salamander is not 
covered by this Permit. Entities who purchase participation 
Certificates for activities within the ~ravis County portion 
of the Barton Springs watershed should obtain guidance with 
respect to avoiding the impacts of their activities on water 
quality as they relate to the Barton Springs salamander. 



0. The incidental take authorization of this permit does not 
apply to the "takeu of any endangered or threatened species 
outside of the boundary of the permit as identified in the 
EIS/HCP- dated March 1996 or any modifications/amendments to 
that boundary. 

P. The "No Surprisesu policy of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service provides thak additional mitigation, lands or 
financial compensation shall not be required of the 
permittees or their successors beyond the level of 
mitigation provided for in the EIS/HCP. With respect to 
this permit, the EIS/HCP and supporting documents adequately 
addressed the species listed ir special condition 6 above. 
To be fully covered by the "No Surprisestt policy for a 
specific species, all of the requirements identified for 
that species must be met. 

GOLDEN-CHEEKED WARBLER: 

Ensure at least 28,428 acres within the seven 
identified macrosites will be acquired and managed for 
the golden-cheeked warbler during the permit duration. 
Acquisition and management activities through this 
Permit, other issued incidental take permits, and 
section 7 consultations where the mitigation activities 
are within or contiguous to the proposed preserve 
boundaries, count toward this goal. 

2. In conjunction with the managing partners, control 
human activities to eliminate or mitigate any adverse 
impacts of human activities to the warbler on these 
28,428 acres, for the acreage acquired. 

No vegetation clearing activities will be accomplished 
within golden-cheeked warbler habitat, Zones 1 and 2, 
from March 1 through August 31 to prevent the 
disturbance of nesting activities unless current 
breeding season surveys, conducted in accordance with 
Fish and Wildlife Service protocol, indicate that the 
warbler is not nesting within 300 feet of the proposed 
clearing. 

4. Develop and implement an approved land management plan, 
in accordance with the land management guidelines set 
forth by the Coordinating Committee, for each tract 
within 12 months after permit issuance or within 12 
months of land acquisition whichever is later. 
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BLACK-CAPPED VIREO 

Ensure at least 2,000 acres within the seven identified 
macrosites will be acquired and managed for the black- 
capped vireo during the permit duration. Acquisition 
and management activities through this Permit, other 
issued incidental take permits, and section 7 
consultations where the mitigation activities are 
within or contiguous to the proposed preserve 
boundaries, count toward this goal. 

In conjunction with the managing partners, control 
human activities to eliminate or mitigate any adverse 
impacts of human activities to the vireo on these 2,000 
acres, for the acreage acquired. 

No vegetation clearing activities will be accomplished 
within black-capped vireo habitat between March 1 and 
August 31 to prevent the destruction of an active nest 
unless current breeding season surveys, conducted in 
accordance with Fish and wildlife service protocol, 
indicate that the vireo is not nesting within 300 feet 
of the proposed clearing. 

Develop and implement an approved land management plan, 
in accordance with the land management guidelines set 
forth by the Coordinating Committee, for each tract 
within 12 months after permit issuance or within 12 
months of land acquisition whichever is later. 

LISTED KARST INVERTEBRATES 

1. Acquire and manage, or implement formal management 
agreements, as provided in subsection (4) below, 
adequate to preserve the environmental integrity of the 
following 35 caves that support federally-listed karst 
invertebrates: 

Amber Cave 
Bandit Cave 
Beard Ranch Cave 
Bee Creek Cave 
Broken Arrow Cave 
Cave Y 
Cold Cave 
Cotterell Cave 
Disbelievers Cave 
Eluvial Cave 
Fossil Cave 
Fossil Garden Cave 
Gallifer Cave 
Hole-In-The-Road 

Kretschmarr Double Pit 
Kretschmarr Cave 
L a m  Cave 
Little Bee Creek Cave 
M.W.A. Cave 
McDonald Cave 
McNeil Bat Cave 
New Comanche Trail Cave 
No Rent Cave 
North Root Cave 
Rolling Rock Cave 
Root Cave 
Spider Cave 
Stovepipe Cave 



Japygid Cave Tardus Hole 
Jest John Cave Tooth Cave 
Jester Estates Cave Weldon Cave 
Jollyville Plateau Cave 

2. If during investigations for development of a tract, 
karst features are discovered with a significant 
diversity of troglobitic fauna, those karst features 
may be submitted to the USFWS for consideration for 
exchange with karst features identified for ~rotection 
by ~ ~ ~ - B c c P .  The determination of "signif i c k  
diversityN will be made by the permit applicants and 
the USFWS, in association with karst experts. The 
inclusion of such a karst feature would not increase 
the number of caves to be protected by the BCCP, but 
would result in the new feature replacing a previously 
identified cave or caves. 

Where the surface and subsurface hydrogeologic area 
around a cave identified for protection is not known, 
the area delineated by the contour level at the bottom 
of the cave will be managed for cave protection. In 
the absence of such site specific information, no 
Participation Certificates are to be awarded within 
0.25 miles of the cave entrance until the hydrogeologic 
areas are properly delineated. 

4. Enter into formal management agreement(s) for all caves 
that are recommended for protect:on but have yet to be 
acquired. The management agreement(s) will detail the 
area to be managed for cave protection, what such 
management will entail, and who is responsible for the 
management. 

KARST SPECIES OF CONCERN 

1, Acquire and manage, or implement formal management 
agreements, as provided in subsection (4) below, 
adequate to preserve the environmental integrity of the 
following 27 caves, in addition to the caves protected 
for the federally-listed species, that support the 
karst species of concern: 

Adobe springs Cave 
Airman's Cave 
.Armadillo Ranch Sink 
Arrow Cave 
Blowing Sink 
Buda Boulder Spring 
Cave X 
Ceiling Slot Cave 
District Park Cave 

Jack's Joint 
Lost Oasis Cave 
Lost Gold Cave 
Maple Run Cave 
Midnight Cave 
Moss Pit 
Pennie Cave 
Pickle Pit 
Pipeline Cave 



Flint Ridge Cave Slaughter Creek Cave 
Get Down Cave Spanish Wells Cave 
Goat Cave Stark's North Mine 
Ireland's Cave Talus Spring 

Whirlpool Cave 

The caves in which the karst species of concern occur are listed 
below. To receive the Itno surprisesw guarantee for the 
identified species, the caves identified must be protected, as 
per "1" above. 

SPECIES 
Sphalloplana mohri 
Candona sp. nr. staqnalis 
~aecidotea reddelli 

Trichoniscinae N. S . 
Miktoniscus N, S. 
Cicurina wartoni 
C. ellioti 

C. bandida 
C.reddelli . 
C. reyesi 
C. cueva 
C. travisae 

Neoleptoneta cocinna 
N. devia 
Eidmannell a recl usa 

Aphrastochthonius N. S . 
Tartarocreaqris reddelli 
T. intermedia 
T. N. S. 3 
Texella spinoperca 
T. comanche 
Speodesmus N. S . 

Rhadine s. subterranea 

R. s. mitchelli 

CAVE 
Spanish Wells Cave 
Cave X 
Buda Boulder Cave, Cave X, 
Jack's Joint 
Bandit Cave 
Cave X 
Pickle Pit 
Cotterell Cave, Fossil Garden 
Cave, Gallifer Cave, No Rent 
Cave, Weldon Cave 
Bandit Cave, Ireland's Cave 
Cotterell Cave 
Airman s Cave 
Cave X, Flint Ridge Cave 
Amber Cave, Broken Arrow Cave, 
Kretschmarr Cave, McDonald 
Cave, Root Cave, Spider Cave, 
Stovepipe Cave, Tooth Cave 
Lost Gold & Stark's North Cave 
McDonald Cave 
Tooth Cave, Gallifer Cave, 
Kretschmarr Cave, stovepipe 
Cave 
Stovepipe Cave 
McDonald Cave 
Airman's Cave 
BCNWR 
Airman's Cave 
New Comanche Trail Cave 
Bandit Cave, Cave X, Get Down 
Cave, Goat Cave, Pennie Cave, 
Pipeline Cave, Slaughter Creek 
Cave, Whirlpool Cave 
Cotterell, Fossil, Fossil 
Garden, No Rent, McNeil Bat, & 
Weldon Cave 
Amber, Kretschmarr, & Tooth 
Cave 



R. a u s t i n i c a  Airmanls, Arrow, Bandit, Bee 
Creek, Blowing Sink, Cave Y, 
Cave X, District Park, Flint 
Ridge, Get Down, Irelandls, 
Lost Gold, Lost Oasis, Maple 
Run, Midnight, Pennie, & 
Whirlpool 

If during investigations for development of a tract, 
karst features are discovered with a significant 
diversity of troglobitic fauna, those karst features 
may be submitted to the USFWS for consideration for 
exchange with karst features identified for protection 
by the BCCP. The determination of "significant 
diversity1' will be made by the permit applicants and 
the USFWS, in association with karst zxperts. The 
inclusion of such a karst feature would not increase 
the number of caves to be protected by the BCCP, but 
would result in the new feature replacing a previously 
identified cave or caves. 

3 .  Where the surface and subsurface hydrogeologic area 
around a cave identified for protection is not known, 
the area delineated b-1 the contour level at the bottom 
of * ?e cave will be managed for cave protection. In 
the ~bsence of such site specific information, no 
Participation Certificates are to be awarded within 
0.25 miles of the cave entrance until the hydrogeologic 
areas are properly delineated. 

4. Enter into formal management agreement(s) for all caves 
that are recommended for protection but have yet to be 
acquired. The management agreement(s) will detail the 
area to be managed for cave protection, what such 
management will entail, and who is responsible for the 
management. 

CANYON MOCK-ORANGE 

Protect and manage the portions of the known 
populations found within the preserve boundaries, for 
the acreage acquired. 

TEXABAMA CROTON 

Protect and manage the populations at Pace Bend Park. 


